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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD |

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION .
. . STAFF SUMMARY REPORT
MEETING DATE: February 18, 1998
ITEM: 11 o
SUBJECT: 1998 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF IMPAIRED WATER

DISCUSSION:

- BODIES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION - Hearing to

consider staff recommendations for submittal to the State Board

Every two years the state is required to report to the USEPA on the status
of water quality in the State and provide a list of impaired water bodies
(the so-called 303(d) list) where water quality standards are not expected
to be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations.

to identify the pollutants that cause the exceedances of the water quality
standards. -Appendix A contains a draft revised 303(d) List of Impaired
Water Bodies in the San Francisco Bay Region.

Once the water bodies are listed, the state is required to determine the -
amount that the pollutants of concern must be reduced to meet the
applicable water quality standard or eliminate beneficial use impairment.
This allocation of allowable pollutant discharge from various sources is
called a total dally mass loadmg, or TMDL. Preparatlon ofa TMDL is

~ normally a major staff workload.
- In other states, and in the North Coast and Santa Ana Regions of

California, environmental groups have successfully sued to force the

‘preparation of TMDLSs for water bodies listed as impaired. In these cases
- the TMDL process consists of preparing best management practices for the

activities that cause the water quality problems. For example, in the North
Coast Region, best management practices are being prepared to minimize

- siltation from logging.

Clearly, the 303(d) hstmg of 1mpa1rcd water bodies and the associated
TMDL process has emerged as an important forum for addressing water
quality issues. In general, dischargers to a given water body tend to

oppose its listing, whereas environmentalists may seek the listing of more

water bodies for more pollutants. Resolution of such issues may turn on
the availability of data. Here it is important to bear in mind that the
impaired water bodies listing process is an ongoing one, so that changes
can be made, as more data become available,

The TMDL process is the loglcal way of addressmg problems where
pollutants, such as mercury, come from many sources, including both
point and non-point sources. In this sense, the TMDL process becomes
part of watershed management.
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RECOMMEN-

DATION:
Appendices:

The draft revised 303(d) list was developed through review of all readily
available water quality data, most of which is focused on Bay segments
rather than smaller tributary streams. These data include regular and
intensive field surveys of water column, sediment, sediment toxicity,
bivalve bioaccumulation, and water toxicity data. In the draft list, changes
made since the 1996 version are shown in bold, and changes made most
recently compared to the version sent out for public review are shown in -
bold italic.

. The revised list reﬂects a rcﬁncmcnt of the listing of Bay segments.

Previously, all segments were listed as impaired due to metals with no
further breakdown. We now recommend that the Bay segments be listed
spocxﬁcally for copper, nickel, mercury, selenium, PCBs, dJazmon, and
exotic spocxcs .

. A pubhc notice and staff rcport on thc proposed 303 (d) list (Appendix B)

were made available to interested partics. We have prepared a response to
comments received (Appendix C). All comments received are included in
Appendix E. Changes to the revised 303(d) list based on comments
received are noted in Appendix B. Although many comments were
supportive of proposed hstmgs, thcre were many that conflicted (pro
versus con listing). -

We recewod a number of recommcndauons for listing various creeks in
the region. However, we believe it be more desirable to have more data
and more time to assess it for the next round of 303(d) listing. Further
monitoring and assessment of the listed water bodies may lead to

~ consideration of delisting in some cases.

Staff will work with the State Board and USEPA to resolve a number of
remaining issues. These include: the use of watershed management plans
as altematives to TMDLs; how to list do TMDLs when the pollutants are
naturally occurring, are found almost everywhere, or are from historical
sources; and whether to list a pollutant where there is uncertainty as to
whether it causes impairment. We expect that resolution of thcsc issues
will result in an 1mproved process.

Dn'ect the Executxvc Omcer to respond to comments received and transmit
revised 303(d) list to the State Water Resources Control Board.

A - Revised 303(d) and TMDL Pnonty List
" B - Public Notice and staff report

C - Response to comments

D - Correspondence -
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1998 .303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

(%4

SIZE TMDL DATE ,
NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
SOl SAN FRANCISCO Mercury " Resource Extraction High 24,500 Actes 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlite
BAY ‘ : consumption impacted uses; health consumption
Nonpoint Source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
Municipal Point Sources striped bass and shark; major source is historic:
gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing source is erosion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
Natural Sources level inputs from point sources; water objective
exceedances, elevated sediment levels, elevated
— tissue lavals e
Copper  Municipal Point Sources High 24500 Acres 1998 2003 Exceedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criterla;
Atmospheric Deposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other : .
Nickel Municipal Point Sources High 24500 Acres 1998 2003 Exceedance of Calffornia Toxic Rules dissolved
i Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Other slevated water & sediment tissue levels.
KExotle Ballast Watsr Hgh 24500 Acres 1998 2008  Disrupt natural beuthos change pollutant avalla ity ln
Specles food chaln; endanger food avallsbiitly to native species.
Pesticides Agricuiture Medium 24,500 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
Urban Runof{/Storm column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
Sewers - tiverine systems linked to agricultural
application in late winter and pulse from
residential iand use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer.
- PCBs Nonpolnt soarce Medlum 24500 Aores 2008 2008 Interim health advisory for fish; xncertalnly regarding
Unknown ’ water oolumn concentration date.
Selertrm  Domestio use of groundwater; Low 2500 Acres 2008 2010 A formal health advisory kas been Issued by OXHHA for
Agricnitare bentilo-fooding ducks fx South San Francisco Bay. This

Page 1

Dealth advisory clearly estadliskes that REC-1 banreflcial
Rso Is not fully suppoirted and standards are not fully
et

January 7, 1998)]
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments . :
- SIZE TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES - PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
LOWER SAN FRANCISCO __ Mercury Resource Extraction High 79,900 Acres 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlife
BAY ' : consumption impacted uses; health consumption
. advisory in effect for muttiple fish species includin
Nonpcrmt source striped bass and shark; major sourz:cls historic: 9
Municipal point sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing source is erosion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
level inputs from point sources; water objective
Natural Sources exceedances, slevated sadiment levels, elevated
tissue lavels
Exotlo Ballast water Hgh 87,700 Acres 1958 2008  Disraptnatural benthos; change pollutant avallabllity [n
Speclss - food ohaln; endanger food avallablftly to natire species.
Copper _ Municipal point sources Medium 79,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Calffomia Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
~ Atmospheric Deposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other . ’
Nickel Municipal point sources Medium 79,900 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califoria Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Deposition - elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other .
Pesticides Agriculture Medium 79,900 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
Urban Runoff/Storm column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
Sewers riverine systems linked to agricultural
application In late winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use in late spring, early summer.
PCBs Nonpalnt souroe Medium 24500 Acres 2003 2008  IDnterim hoalth advisory for fish; uncertalnly regarding
Uzknown water cohumn concenitration dats. :

Page 2
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

re

Natural Sources

Page 3

SIZE TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES . - PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
CENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO Mercury  Resource Extraction High 67,700 Acres 1998 2003 Cument data indicate fish consumption and wildiite
BAY ’ - consumption impacted uses; health consumption
Nonpoint Source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
Municipal Point Sources striped bass and shark; major source is historic:
Industrial Point Sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Atmospheric Deposition most significant ongoing source Is erosion and
Natural Sources drainage from abandoned mines; moderatae to low.
level inputs from point sources
BErxotle Ballast water High 87,700 Acres 1958 2008 3Isnm natural benthos; change pollutant
Spocles ) avallabliity in food chaln; endanger food
avallabiltly to native specles.
Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 67,700 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califomia Toxic Rules dissolved
‘ criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Utban Runoft/Storm Sewers elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Atmospheric Deposition
' Other
Pesticides Agriculture . Medium - 67,700 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
Urban Runoft/Storm column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
Sewers riverine systems linked to agricultural
) application in late winter and pulse from
. residential land use areas linked to homeowner
PeCBs Noapoint Modlum 87,700 Acres 2008 2008  Interim health advisory for ish; uncertainly regarding
Unknown : water colama ooncentration date.
Selenium Industrial Point Sources Low 67,700 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use is one branch of the food chain; most
Agticulture sensitive indicator is hatchabllity in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oil refineries

{contro! program in place) and agriculture (carried
downstream by rivers); exotic species may have
made food chain more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks); low TMDL

- priority because Individual Controf Strategy in

nlaca .

January 7, 1998]
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments
: SIZE TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
RICHARDSON BAY Mercury  Resource Extraction High 2,560 Acres 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildife
consumption impacted uses; health consumption
Nonpoint source advisory in effect for multiple fish species including
striped bass and shark; major source is historic:
Municipal point sources ) gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
. A most significant ongoing source is erosion and
drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
A atar:;:;:lé:ruicmlzzposmon “level inputs from point sources
Kxotls Ballast water Hgh 2500 Aores 1998 2008  Disrupt natural beathos; change pollutant avallabibty In
Specles food chaln; endanger food avallsMitly to native species.
PeBs Nonpalnt Medium 2560 Acres 2008 2008  Interim Aealth advisory for fisk; unoertainly regarding
Unknown ) water column oonceniration datn.
Colform Septage Disposal Medium’ 200 Acres 2003 2008 Affected area,Waldo Point Harbor, Is less than
Urban Runofi/Storm 10% of embayment; source has been positively
Sewers Identified as substandard sewage systems In

Boat Discharge/Vessel Wastes

some houseboat areas;extenslive local control
proaram in place with slanificant water auality

Page 4
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

SIZE — TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
SAN PABLO BAY Mercury  Resource Extraction High 71,300 Acres 1998 2003 Curment data indicate fish consumption and wildiife
. Nonpoint Source o consumption impacted uses; health consumption
Municipal point sources advisory In effect for multiple fish species including
Atmospheric Deposition striped bass and shark; major source Is historic:
Natural Sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
most gignificant ongoing source Is erosion and
drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to low
level inputs from point sources
Exotle  Ballast Water High 71,300 Acres 1998 2008 Disraptnatural benthos; change pollatant arallabilfly In
Specles : food ehaln; disrapt food ayallability In native species.
Copper _ Municipal Point Sources Medium 71,300 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Callforia Toxic Rules dissolved
" Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criterla and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Deposttion elevated water & sediment tissue levels,
Other : i : .
Pesticides Agriculture Medium 71,300 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlompyrifos levels cause water
o column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
riverine systems linked to agricultural application in
"Urban Runoff/Storm_ late winter and pulse from residential land use
Sewers areas linked to homeowner pesticide use in late
. spring, early summer
PCBs Noapalnt Soarce Medinm 71,300 Acres 2008 2008  Iuterim health advisory for fish; anoertalnly regarding
Unknown watsr colomn concentration date.
Selenium Industrial Point Sources Low 71,300 Acres 2006 - 2010 Affected use Is one branch of the food chain; most
. Agriculture : sensitive indicator is hatchability in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oll refineries
Natural Sources {control program in place) and agriculturs (carried

downstream by rivers); exotic species may have
made food chain more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks); low TMDL
priority because Individual Control Strategy in
place. . )

Page 5
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

: SIZE TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES - PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END . COMMENTS
CARQUINEZ STRAIT  Mercury  Resource Extraction High 25,000 Acres, 1998 2003 Current data Indicates fish consumption and
Nonpoint Source wildlife consumption impacted uses; major source
” I8 historic gold mining sediments and local mercury
mining; most significant ongoing source is erosion
Municipal Point Sources * and drainage from abandoned rgnines; moderate to
Industrial Point Sources low level inputs from point sources,
Natural Sources
Fxotle Ballast water High 26,000 Acres 1998 2008 Disrupt natars] benthos; change pollutant avallabllily In
Specles food chaln; disrupt food avallabllty In native species.
Copper _ Munkcipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Calffornia Toxic Rules dissolved
criteria and Nationatl Toxic Rules total criteria;
: elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers
Atmospheric Deposition
Other .
Pesticldes Agriculture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
lslzaer;'nqnomsmrm tiverine systems linked to agricultural
) . - application In late winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use in late spring, early summer.
PCBs Nonpolnt Modlum 25,000 Acres 2008 2008  Interim health advisory for fisk; uncertalnly reganrding
Unknown water colamu conocentration dats.
Selenium Industrial Point Sources Low 25,000 Acres 2006 2010 Atfected use is one branch of the food chain; most
Agriculture sensitive Indicator Is hatchabillity in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oll refineeries

{control program in place) and agriculture (carried
downstream by rivers); exotic species may have

- made food chain more susceptible to accumulation

of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks); low TMDL
priority because local Individual Control Strategies
program In place.

Page 6
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

Natural Souroes

Page 7

K]

SIZE TMDL DATE .
NAME CAUSES SOURCES - PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
DELTA Exotle Ballast water High 15,000 Acres 1938 2003  Disruptnatural benthos; change pollutant avalla Niily in
Specles . [Tood ehaln; disrapt food avallabillly In native species.
Mercury  Resource Extraction High 15,000 Acres 1998 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlife
Nonpoint Source o consumption impacted uses; major source is
* Municipal Point Sources historic gold mining sediments and local mercury.
Industrial Point Sources mining; most significant ongoing source is erosion
Atmospheric Deposition and drainage from abandoned mines; moderate to
. _ ) low level inputs from point sources.
Copper  Municipal Point Sources ~ Medium 15,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exeedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers criteria and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Atmospheric Deposition :
Other .
Pesticides Agriculture Medium 15,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chlorpyrifos levels cause water
Urban Runoff/Storm column toxicity. Two patterns: pulses through
Sewers riverine systems linked to agriculturat
application in late winter and pulse from
residential land use areas linked to homeowner
pesticide use In late spring, early summer
PeBs Noapalnt . Interin: health advisory for fisk; ancertalnty regarding
Unknown MNodlum 15000 Acres 2003 2008  walerooluows concentration dats.
Selenium  Industrial Point Sources Low 16,000 Acres 2008 2010  Affeoted use is one branch of the food chain; most
sensitive Indicator Is hatchability in nesting diving birds;
Agrionlture significant contributions from oll refineries (control
Exotic S8pecies program in place) and agrioaiture (carried downstream
by rivers} exotic species may have made food chain more

susceptible to acoumulation of seleninny; health
consumption advisory In effect for scaup and scoter
(dtving dnoks) low TMDL priority becauss local mdividual

.Control Strategies program In place.

January 7, 1998]
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. Cal/EPA State of California - Pete Wilson, Governor
. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500, Oakland, CA 94612 (510) 286-1255 Fax: 286-1380

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF
THE 1998 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT
- OF THE 303(d) LIST OF IMPARIED WATER BODIES
FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

- DATE:©  FEBRUARY 18, 1998

TIME: 9:30 AM.
PLACE: . BART Headquarters Building
First Floor Board Room
800 Madison Street A

Oakland, CA 94607

Notlce is hereby given that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco
Bay Region, will hold a public hearing to solicit comments on the proposed update of the

" Regional Water Quality Assessment of the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies within the San
Fraricisco Bay Region. This list is reviewed by the Regional Board every two years in accordance
with state and federal laws and requirements.

. The Federal Clean Water Act requu'es that States develop a list of xmpmred water bodies that

. need additional work beyond existing controls to achieve or maintain water quality standards.
This list is based on the State’s water quality assessment database. The list is used to prioritize the
» water bodies for development of studies that identify the relative contributions of each poliutant
or impairment source and specify the means to attain water quality standards. The San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board has developed the attached draft (303d) impaired
water body list for the waterbodies in its region. - Please submit written comments on the list
no later than February 2, 1998. Responses to comments received by this date will be available
at the Regional Board meeting on February 18, 1998. Late comments will be forwarded to the
Regional Board to be considered along with oral presentations made at the Public Hearing before
the Regional Board. Comments may also be made directly to the Regional Board when it
considers this list at its February 18, 1998, meeting. The Regional Board is scheduled to consider
~adoption of the updated 303(d) list after completion of the Public Hearing.

A staff report explaining which water bodies are being considered for inclusion on the 303(d) list
and the reasons for the proposed listing is attached. Written comments on the proposed listing
should be sent to this Regional Board at the above address. Questions on this issue should be

- directed to Tom Mumley at (510) 286-0962.

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the guality of the water resources of the
San Francisco Bay Region for the benefit of present and future generations
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STAFF REPORT

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO
SECTION 303(d) LIST AND PRIORITIES FOR
DEVELOPMENT OF TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDLS)
FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

January 7, 1998

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
~ SanFrancisco Bay Region
" 2101 Webster St., Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612

~ Contact Person:

Thomas Mumley, Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
Telephone: (510) 286-0962
Email: tem@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
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-INTRODUCTION

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to identify specific water
bodies where water quality standards are not expected 1o be met after implementation of

~technology-based effluent limitations. States are required to establish a priority ranking of these
- water bodies and should also identify the pollutant stressors that cause the exceedances of the

water quality standards. Once listed, the state is required to conduct a process for designing,

- allocating, and implementing water quahty based effluent limitations that will ensure attainment of

water quality standards—this process is known as a TMDL or Total Maximum Daily Load. The
303(d) list ofxmpnred water bodies and priority ranking is reviewed and updated every two years.
The last review and updatc occurred in February 1996, (See attached 1996-303(d) List.) This

. staff report summarizes the proposed 1998-303(d) list for water bodies, specific pollutant-
. stressors, and pnonty for completing TMDLs for water bodies within the San Francisco Bay

Region.

The propokd 1998-303(d) list was developed during a comprehensive water quality assessment
process (fulfilling the state’s obligations under section 305(b) of the CWA). This assessment

* process began with a review of all readily available water quality data~most of which is focused
* on Bay segments due the ongomg collection of information by the Regional Monitoring Program.
* These data include regular and intensive field surveys of water column, sediment, sediment

-
&,

* toxicity, bivalve bioaccumulation, and water toxicity data as well as ancillary data on factors such
as flows, primary productmty, and sediment fluxes throughout the Bay. .

. Little or no new dats are readily available for other water bodxes in the Region. However, we

intend to make improved monitoring and assessment a high priority over the next two years which
will allow for a much more comprehensive review for the next update expected in 2000. Also,
existing and planned watershed management eﬁ'orts will provide opportumtxes for improved
monitoring and assessment. :

“In the 305(b) water quality assessment process, a number of stressors were identified as affecting

beneficial uses in San Francisco Bay segments. These included:

Lower and South San Francisco Bay: irscnic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel,
silver, zinc, selenium, PCBs, PAHs, dieldrin, chlordanes, DDTs, heptachlor, diazinon,
chlorpyrifos, and flow alterations;

Centnl, Richardson, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays, Carquina Strait, and the Delta:
arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, zinc, selenium, PCBs, PAHs,
dieldrin, chlordanes, DDT:, heptachlor, diazinon, chlorpyrifos, flow alteranons, habxtat
alteration, and exotic species.

The :econd step in the assessment process was to compile available information on the level of
effects associated with each stressor, sources of the pollutant/ stressor (in order of importance),
which specific uses were affected, and the effectiveness of local water quality regulatory -

" D—035518
D-035519



requirements in addressing dxscharge of these pollutants. The information compiled during this
review is available to interested parties. :

This second step resulted in identification of three general situations. The first general situation is
where identified water quality problems have already been addressed by local regulatory
programs, including water quality-based efluent limitations. For example, selenium levels in duck

' tissue in the northern Bay segments are being addressed by Individual Control Strategies (requyed

under the 304(T) “short list™) that contain water quality based effluent limits for petroleum
refineries. In another case, silver levels in South San Francisco Bay have been significantly
reduced as a result of local pollution prevention programs.

The second general situation was where there was insufficient information available to determine
if a TMDL process would afford better water quality protection than existing local requirements
for water quality-based effluent limitations and Best Management Practices. For example, PCB
levels in fish tissue are high throughout the Bay, but current data suggest that these levels are due
to historic and not ongoing discharges. Consequently, 8 TMDL process would not result in the
attainment of standards. Another example of such a situation is in the northern segments of San

. Francisco Bay where beneficial uses are impaired due to changes in the riverine flow regimes.
. Flow standards that would provide for the protection of beneficial uses are being developed
: through cooperative state and federal programs--a regional TMDL process would not address this

impairment.

The third general situation identified was when specific water bodies and specific stressors for
which a full TMDL process is technically feasible, would likely result in different effluent
limitations than are currently provided by the Basin Plan, and through implementation of new load
and wasteload allocations, would result in the attainment of water quality standards.

Only those water bodies and stressors in the third general category have been included in the final
303(d) list. It is important to note that in most cases, local regulatory requirements are much
more stringent than the federal technology based requirements, and always require attainment of
water quality standards in the effluent (or in effluent diluted up to ten-fold by receiving waters).
In lieu of listing the other pollutants and stressors on the 303(d) list at this time, we will

reconsider them as part of ongoing momtonng and assessment and the next review and update of

the 303(d) list in 2000

: PROPOSED TMDL PRIORITIES

We are expected to rank each listed watcr body and cause as "High,* "Medium" or "Low", and to
schedule each water body and cause on the 303(d) list for a TMDL. (See attached 1998 Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) Listing Guidance for California (August 1997)). Those ranked as
“High” are expected to commence within the next two years; those ranked “Medium” are
expected to commence within the next five years; and those ranked “Low” are expected to -
commence after five years but be completed within thirteen years.

D—035519
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The following factors were considered in priority ranking of each listed water body and cause for

TMDLs:

e water body signiﬁcance (such as importance and extent of beneficial uses, threatened and

. endangered species concerns and size of water body);

® degree of impairment or threat (such as number of pollutants or stressors of concern, and
number of beneficial uses unpmred or threatened);

e conformity with related activities in the watershed (such as existence of watershed assessment,

planning, pollution control and remediation, or restoration efforts in the area);
"o potential for beneficial use protection or recovery;

¢ degree of public concern; and

e available information.

" - The priority ranking, in particular, is based on our existing watershed management planning

efforts in the San Clara Basin and the Napa River watersheds. ,

Schedules for TMDL development after the first two years should be regarded as very tentative.

" Completion will depend significantly upon the availability of funding, availability of staff,

. watershed stakeholder group priorities, and further evaluation of the need for and feasx‘bilxty of
’I'MDLs If additional water bodies and/or causes are listed in subsequent 303(d) review cycles,

* TMDL schedules may also need to be revised. .

PROPOSED 1998 LIST OF 303(d) WATER BODIES

Bay Delta System 13. Guadalupe River

1. South San Francisco Bay o Napa County
2. Lower San Francisco Bay 14. Napa River
3. Central SF Bay Sonoma County
4. Richardson Bay 15. Petaluma River
§. San Pablo Bay ~ 16. Sonoma Creek
6. - Carquinez Strait Marin County

. 7. Suisun Bay . 17. Tomales Bay
8. Delta . 18. ' Lagunitas Creek
Santa Clara County -~ 19. Walker Creek
8. Calero Reservoir . Solano County
10. Guadalupe Reservoir 20, Suisun Marsh Wetlands

11. Alamitos Creek , . 21. Herman Lake
12. Guadalupe Creek :

PROPOSED CHAN GES TO THE 303(d) LIST

The attached 1998 - 303(d) and TMDL Priority List for the San Francu'ca Bay Regwn, Table
Al- Bay Segments and Table A2 - Other Bay Area Water Bodies provide a summary of listed
water bodies, causes of impairment, sources of the cause, priority for development of TMDL, size
aﬁ‘ected, and proposed start and end date for 'l'MDL development.
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Significant changes to the 303(d) list are noted below.

1.

One water body, the Delta, has been added to the list. The Delta is contiguous with Suisun
Bay, and its omission on the 1996-303(d) list was an oversight.

The Richardson Bay listing for pathogens has been modified to reflect the actual affected
area is Waldo Point Harbor. Furthermore, the source has been positively identified as
substandard sewage systems in some houseboat areas, and an extensive local control program
in place has produced significant water quality improvements. If these improvements
continue, we will consider delisting the Waldo Point Harbor area of Richardson Bay at 2
further update.

Pesticides have been added as a cause of impairment to all Bay segments. The pesticide
diazinon has been measured at levels which cause water column toxicity. The pesticide
chlorpyrifos may also be a problem. This listing is consistent with listing of the Delta for these
pesticides by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. Efforts are underway
to develop control strategies for both urban runoff and agricultural sources. _

. The listing of the Bay segments for metals has been refined to reflect the actual metals of

concern. These are mercury, copper, and nickel in the South and Lower San Francisco
Bay segments; mercury, copper, and selenium in the Central Bay, San Pablo Bay,
Carquinez Straits, Suisun Bay, and Delta segments; and mercury in Richardson Bay.

Attachments:

1.

1998 -303(d) and TMDL Priority List for the San Francisco Bay Region:
Table A-1, Bay Segments

Table A-2, Other Bay Area Water Bodxes

1996 303(d) Priority List For Region 2

1998 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listing Guidance for California (August 1997)
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. 1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments
. SIZE TMOL DATE
¢ NAME ~ CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
“SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO  Marcury | Resource Exiracuon High "24.500 Acres 1998 2003 Cument data indicate fish consumpuion and wikiife
BAY consumption impected uses; heatth consumption
Municipal Point Sources striped bass and shark, major source is historic:
industrial Point Sources 9Ok mining sediments and local mercury mining:;
. o most significant onQoing SOuTSe is srosion and
Atmoepheric Deposition granage from 8bandoned mines; moderate 1o low
Naturs! Scurces fevel inputs from point sources; water objective
. exceedances, slevatad sadimant levels, slevated
Siasue leveis; water quality impaired, yes on 303{d)
Sst. TMDL is high priority
Copper  Municipal Point Sources . High , 24,500 Acres 1958 2003 Exceedance of Calfomia Toxc Rutes dasoived
Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers criteris and National Toxic Rules total critenia;
Atmospheric Deposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other .
Nicke! Municipa! Point Sources High 24,500 Acres 1998 2003 Exceedance of Caifornia Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runcft/Storm Sewers criteria and National Taxic Rules tota! criteria;
Other olevaied water & sadiment tissue levels.
Pesticides Agnculture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chiorpynfos levels cause watsr column
Urban Runofl/Storm Sewers odcity.  Two pstterns: puises through rivenne
systems inked o agricuttural application in iste
winter and puise from residential land use areas
- . Sinked 10 homeowner pesticiie use in late spring,
- oady summer. .
. TOWER SAN FRANCISCO __ Mercury  Resource Extraction High 79.900 Acres 1998 2003 Cumen Gala mdicaie fish Consumption and wikdide
BAY o consumption impacted uses; health consumption
, advisory in sffect for muttiple fish species including
Norpoint source striped bass and shark; major soutce is hiatoric:
Municipal point sources gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing source is srosion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abandoned mines; moderste to low
. level inputs from point sources; water objective
Natura! Sourcas exceedances, slevated sediment levels, elevated
r— - . Aissue levels —
Copper Municipal point sources Medium 76,900 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califorrua Toxic Rules dissolved
. Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers . criana and Nations! Toxic Rules toual eritena;
Atmospheric Deposition eleveted water & sediment tissue levels.
Other
Nickel _ Municips! point sources Medium 79,300 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Californis Toxic Rutes dissotved
Urban Runcfl/Storm Sewers : criteria and Nationa! Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Dsposition elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Other )
Pesticides Agricutture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Dazinon and chiorpynifos levels cause water column
Urban Runcft/Storm Sewers ' . foxicity. Two pstterns: puises through riverine
* systems inked to agricuiturs! application in late
winter and puise from residential land use sreas
linked to homeowner pesticide use in late spring,
earty summer.
Page 1 January 7, 1898]
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- 1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments
SIZE TMDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS ’
‘CENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO Selenum Industnal Pomt Sources | Low 67,700 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use & one branch of the 1000 chain; most
-y T onasture ! tove inde . dity in g diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from o refineries
Naturs! Sources (control program in place) and agriculture (carmied
downstream by rivers); exotic species may have
made food chain more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; hesl!th consumption advisory in sffect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks); low TMDL
priority because Individus! Control Strategy in place.
Mercury  Resource Extraction High 67.700 Acres 1898 2003 Current data indicats fish consumption and wildlife
Nonpoint Source consumption impected uses; hesith consumption
. Municips! Point Sources advisory in effect for muttipie fish species including
industrial Point Sources striped bass and shark; major source is histornic:
Atmosoheric Deposit gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Naturs! Sources - Mos! significant ongoing source is, erosion and
drainage from abendoned mines; moderate 10 low
fsvel inputs from point sources
Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Cakformia Toxxc Rules dissolved
. criteria and Nationa! Toxic Rules total criteria;
Urban Runofi/Storm Sewers elevatod weier & sediment tissue levels.
Other
v Pesticides Agricufture Mediwm 25000 Acres 2000 2005 Dnazinon and chiorpyritos levels cause water column
T. o Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers foxicity.  Two petierns: putses through riverine
] systems linked o sgricuttural application in late
‘winter and puise from residental land use sreas
. inkad to homeowner pesticide use in late sprng,
oarly summer.
RICHARDSON BAY Colform  Septage Disposal Medium 200 Acres 2003 2008  Affected area Waldo Point Harbor, 18 less than 10%
Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers of embsyment; source has been positively identified
. Boat Discharge/Vessel Wastes a3 substandard sewage systems in some housebost
areas.extensive iocal control program in place with
S significant water uality improvements
Mercury  Resource Extraction Hgh 2,560 Acres 19983 2003 Current data indicate fish consumption and wildlife
. Nonpoint source consumption impacted uses, health consumption
Municips! point sources advisory in sffect for muttipie fish species including
Industrial point sources striped bass snd shark; major source is historic:
Atmospheric Deposition gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Natural Sources most significant ongoing source is srosion and
’ drainage from abandoned mines; moderste to low
lovel inputs from point sources
Page 2 January 7, 1998)
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* 4998 303{2) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Table A1 - Bay Segments

SIZE "TMOL DATE
* NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
SAN PABLO BAY Selenium  Industnal Point Sources Low 71,300 Acres 2005 2010 Affecied use is one branch of the food chain; most
Agricutture sensitive indicator 18 hatchability in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oil refineries
{control program in place) and agricutture (carried
. Natural Sources downsirsam by rivers); exotic species may have
made food chain mors suscepuble o sccumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks), water qualily
impaired, yes on 303(d) kist, low TMDL priority
becausa Individua! Controt Strategy in place
Mercury  Resource Extraction High 71,300 Acres 1098 2003 Current dats indicats fish consumption snd wikiife
: Nonpoint Source ’ _consumption impacied usas. heath consumption
Municipsl Point Sources sdvisory in effect for muttipie fish species including
industrial Poirt S s M.b’uandmm;m;«mnw:'
X o gold mining sediments and local mercury mining;
Atmospheric Deposition . Most significant ongoing Source i erotion and
Natural Sources drainage from abangoned mines; moderate to low
: level inputs from point sources
Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Califormus Toxic Rules dissolved
. critecia and Nations! Toxic Rules total criteria;
Urban Runcft/Storm Sewers : { water & fissue levels.
Atmospheric Depasition '
i . Other
Pesticides Agriculture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chiorpyrifos levels cause water column
Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers toxicity. Two patiemns: puises through riverine
systems linked 10 sgricultural spplesation in iste
winter and puise from residentis! land use sreas
inked to homeowner pesticde use in late spring,
- early summer.
CARQUINEZ §T_RAIT Selenium  Industna! Point Sources Low 6,560 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use is one branch of the food chain, most
. . Agricutture - sensitive indicator i hatchabilty in nesting diving
. Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from oif refinenes
Natural Sources (control program in place) and agriculture (carmied
‘. mumbyMs);mm«nym
made food chain more suscepiibie to sccumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (dmng Cucks), water Qualtty
impaired., low TMDL priority becsuse iocal
individual Control Strategies program in place
Mercury  Resource Extraction High 6,560 Acres 1998 2003 Current data incicate fish consumption and wildife
Nonpoint Source . consumption impacied usas; Major SOUrcs is
Municipa! Point Sources histonc: goid mining sediments and local mercury
Industria! Point Sources mining; Most significant ongoing source is encsion
Aimospheric Deposition and drainage from sbandoned mines, modersie to
Natural Sources low level inputs from point sources
Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of California Toxc Rules dissoived
criteria and Nationa! Toxic Rules total criteria;
Urben Runcft/Storm Sewsrs elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
A heric D ” .
Other
Pestcides Agnculture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diaxnon and chiorpytifos ievels cause water coiumn

Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers

Darnas 2
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foxicity. Two patierns: pulses through riverine
systems linked 1o sgricutural apphcation in iste
winter and puise from residential land use sreas
finked to homeowner pesticace use n late spring,
early sumnmer.
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1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Urban Runof/Storm Sewers

Page 4
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Table A1-Bay Segments —
SIZE "TMDL DATE .
NAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT START END COMMENTS
SUISUN BAY Selenium  Industnal Point Sources Low 25000 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use is one branch of the f00d chaim, Most
Agricutture sensitive indicator is hatchability in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds, significant contributions from ol refineeries
Natural Sources {control program in place) and agricutture (carried
. downstream Dy rivers), exotic species may have
made food chain more susceptibie 1o sccumulation
of selenium; health consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks); low TMDL
priceity because Individual Control Strategies in
piace.

Mercury  Resource Extraction High 25000 Acres 1888 2003 Curment data indicstes fish consumnption snd wildlife
Nonpoint Source consumption impected uses, major source is histonc
Municipal Point Sources gokd mining sediments and locs! mercury mining.
industrial Point Sources MOst SigNIficant 0ngoing source is srosion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainage from abendonsd mines, modermbbw
Natura! Scurces svel inputs from point sources.

Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 25,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exceedance of Calfomnia Toxc Rules dissoived

' ' . criteria and Nations] Toxic Rules total erteria;
Usban Runcfi'Stonm Sewers elevated water & sediment tissue levels.
Atmospheric Deposition
Other :

Peasticides Agricutture Medium 25,000 Acres 2000 2005 Diazinon and chiorpyrifos leve!s cause water column
Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers foxicity.  Two patiems: puises through rivering

systems linked to agricuitura! appiication in lste
winter and puise from residential iand use areas
finked to homeowner pesticde use in iste spring,
early summaer.

DELTA Selenium  Indusinal Point Sources Low 15,000 Acres 2006 2010 Affected use is one branch of the food chain, most
Agricutture sensitive indicator is hatchability in nesting diving
Exotic Species birds; significant contributions from od refineries
Natura! Sources {control program in piacs) snd sgnicutture (carmied

downstream by fivers), exotic species may have
made f00d chain more susceptible to accumulation
of selenium; heaith consumption advisory in effect
for scaup and scoter (diving ducks). low. TMDL
priority because Individual Control Strategies in

Mercury  Resource Extraction High 15,000 Acres 1938 2003  Current data indicate fish consumption and wildife
Nonpoint Source . : consumption impacted uses; major source is historic
Municipal Point Sources gold mining sediments and loca! mercury mining;
Industrial Point Sources most significant ongoing source is ercsion and
Atmospheric Deposition drainsQe from sbandoned mines -moderate 1o bw

{evel inputs from point sources. -

Copper  Municipal Point Sources Medium 15,000 Acres 2003 2008 Exeedance of California Toxic Rules dissolved
Urban Runoft/Storm Sewers criteris and National Toxic Rules total criteria;
Atmospheric Deposition slevated water & sadiment tissue levels.

Other
Pestlicides Agriculture Maedium 15000 Acres 2000 2005 Dsazinon and chiorpyrifos isvels cause water column

foxicity. Two patterns: puises through riverine
systems nked to agricultural appication in late
winter end puise from residentis! lend use areas
Bnkad t0 homeowner pesticide use in late spring,
early summer

January 7, 1998]
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1898 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

- Yable A2 - Other Bay Area Watar Bodies

2k T™MDL DATE
NAME CAUSES SOQURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNIT STARY END COMMENTS
mmmzma' Mercury Mine Tallings Hgh 380 Acres 1908 2003 TMOL wilt be deveicped as pert of the
Management inistive. Addmonal
monitoring and sssessment is needed.
GUADALUPE RESERVOIR Mercury Mine Tadings Hgh 80 Acres 1908 2003 TMDL will be deveioped as part of the
. Inietve. Additonal
monitoning and sesessment is nesded.
ALAMITOS CREEK Meccury Mine Tailings High 21 Mies 1968 2003 TMDL will be deveicoed as pert of the
. mw‘m‘ w .
o ' ea. Addit
mond g and [ ] ded.
GUADALUPE CREEK Mercury Mine Tadings High S Mes 1998 2003 TMDL will be deveioped 88 part of the
Sents Clers Basin Watecshed
Manag ntastve. Addtionsl
} onionng and assessment is needed.
GUADALUPE RIVER Mercury Mine Tailings High 30 Miles 1908 2003  TMDL will be deveioped as part of the
. Santa Clars Basin Watershed
Mansgement initaiative. Addiional
OONOMING and BSsesSMent it needed.
WAPA RIVER Nutrients Agricutture High 8s Hiles 1908 2003  TMDL's wik be deveioped as pert of
. . . angoing walsrshed management effort
. Psathogens Hgh -3 Miles 1908 2003  Addivonal monitoring and assessment
Urban Runofl/Stonm Sawsrs needed.
- Sittation Agricuture High .3 Miles 1098 2003
Development
Urban Runoft/Siorm Sewers
PETALURA RIVER Nutrients Agticuttre Medium 25 Siles 2000 2005 TMOL's wikk be deveioped as pant of
Construction/Land ongong wetershed managemant effoct.
Pathogens  Agricutture Medium 25 Miles 2000 2005
ConstructionLand
Oevelcpment
Sitation Agricuiture Medum 25 - Miles 2000 2005
ConstructionLand : '
Deveicpment
Urben Runoft/Storm Sewers

Page 1
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1858 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Tabie A2 - Other Bay Area Water Bodies

D—035527

SZE _ TMOL DATE
HAME CAUSES SOURCES PRIORITY AFFECTED UNTT START END COMMENTS
BONOMA CREEK . Nutrients  ° Agricuiture Medum 3 ~hlies 2000 2006  TMOL's wil be deveioped as pert of
ConstrucsonLand . eNQoing witershed management sffort.
Development Addisional g and 'l
Urban Runof/Storm Sewers - eeeded.
Pathogens  Agricutture . Medium 2 Mides 2000 2005
Construciontand
Deveiopment
Urban Runof/Storm Sewers
Sittation Agriculnre - Medium -1 Sdlles 2000 2008
Construcioniand
. Development
. Urben RunofUStorm Sewers
TOMALES BAY Metais Mine Talings lhdlum 7520 Acres 2002 . 2007  TMDLU's will be geveioped as part of
ovoiving welershed menagement ..
Nutnents Agricuiture Medium 7520 Acres 2002 2007  ofnt. Tributary sreams, Lagunitas
. Creek and Weiker Creek, must be
R Pathogens  Animal Operation Medium 7420 Acres 2002 2007  menaged frst. Add i monsoring
Sitation Agricutture . Medium 7820 Acres 2002 2007
> . Upsream impoundment
LAGUMNITAS CREEK A Agricuit, Maedium 2 Mies 2002 ’ 2007 ‘rmu?muy.mx-ﬂ
Urben Runoft/Storm Sewers e deveioped as pert of evolving
watershed management sffort.
. Psthogens  Agricutture . Medium 2 Miles 2002 2007 it monitonng and sssesament
Urban RunofUStorm Sewers : noeded.
Sitation Agricutture Medium 2 Wiles 2002 2007
Urban Runofi/Storm Sewers
| WALKER CREEK s Metals Mine Teilings Meodium 25 - Mies zooz' 2007 TYributary © Tomeles Bay. TMOL's will
: Surtace Mining . be deveiloped as part of evolving
welershed management effort.
Nutrients Agricult Medium 25 Miles 2002 2007 Addibonal monitonng and assessment
needed.
N Sittation Agriculture Madium 25 Viles 2002 2007
SUISUN MARSH WETLANDS Metals Agricutture Medium £7,000 Acres 2003 2008  Addiionsl monitoring and t
Fiow ReguistonModification : noeded. -
Urben RunofU/Storm Sewers
Nutients  Agricutture Medium . $7.000  Acres 2003 2008
Fidw RegutsionModificstion
Urban Runot/Storm Sewers
Organic
Endchment  Agricultiure Medium §7,000 Acres 2003 2008
LowD.O.  Fiow ReguistionModification
Urban Runof/Storm Sewers
Sakinity Agriculre Sedum 87000  Aces 2003 2008
Fiow ReguistonModiication
Urban Runof/Storm Sewers
MENMAN LAKE Mercury Surtace Maning ) Low ] 110 Acres 2008 2010  Adgisonsl fing and
’ ded. Pro 10 histork
. mining
Page 2 Jenuery 7, 1998
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WATERBODY NAME
Bay/Delta System |
Suisun Bay
Q@Mz Strait

San Pablo Bay
Central SF Bay
Rle Bay
Lower SF Bay
South SF Bay

Marin County
Tomales Bay

Waltker Creek
Lagunitas Creek
Sonoma County
Petaluma River

Sonoma Creek

1996 - REGION 2

WATER QUALITY-IMPAIRED WATERBODY (303(d)) LIST

POLLUTANTS/IMPAIRMENTS

metals
metals
metals
metals
pathogens
metals |

metals

metals, nutrients, siltation,

pathogens
metals, nutrients, siltation

pathogens, nutrients, siltation

nutrients, pathogenh, siftation

nutrients, pathogens, siltation

SOURCES OF POLLUTANTSAMPAIRMENTS

municipal and industrial point sources, surface
mining, urban runoff/ storm sewers

municipal and industrial point sources, surface
mining, urban runoff/ storm sewers

municipa! and industrial point sources, surface
mining, urban runoff/ storm sewers

municipal and industrial point sources, surface
mining, urban runoff/ storm sewers

urban runoff/ storm sewers, marinas

municipal point sources, urban runoff/ storm sewers

‘municipal point sources, urban runoff/ storm sewers,

surface mining

mine tailings, agriculture, upstream impoundments,
septic tanks ’
mine tailings, agriculture

sgricuiture, urban runoff/storm sewers

agriculture, construction, urban runoff/storm sewers
agriculture, construction, urb.a.n runoff/storm um

PRIORITY"

mediom
medium

medium

medium

.. medium

" high

medivm

medium

medium

[4 .I.NEIWH;)V.IJ.V
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ATTACHMENT 3

1998 CLEAN WATER ACT (CRA) SECTION 303 (d)
LISTING GUIDELINES FOR CALIFORNIA
(August 11, 1997)

Introduction

The TotaI‘Maxzmum Daily lLoad (TMDL) Workgroup identified the
need to develop statewide consistency on 303(d) listing
. issues. At its roundtable meeting on April 30, 1997, the
workgroup decided to develop 303(d) listing guidelines that
would be acceptable to the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCB), State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB),
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Three
.work teams were formed to address various 303(d) listing
issues. Each team met several times to develop a draft work
team product. The work team products were circulated for
comment from the TMDL workgroup and the drafts were revised
by the work teams. The TMDL workgroup held a second
roundtable meeting on July 28, 1997 to review the integrated
product of the three work teams, and revisions to the listing
guidelines were made (a list of attendees at the TMDL
roundtable meetings and work team members is attached).

The guidelines address the following topics: listing/
*delisting factors, scheduling and prioritization, public
notice procedures, the 303(d) list submittal package, and
coordination with the Watershed Management Initiative (WMI).

Listing Factors

The following factors were developed to provide for
consistent statewide decisions on listing California surface
water bodies under CWA Section 303(d). However, they are
meant to be flexible, and the RWQCBs should exercise judgment

based on the specific circumstances for each water body. The.

listing factors will be reviewed periodically and may be
revised to reflect new scientific information or newly
developed water quality ;riteria (e.g., sediment criteria,

1

An ad hoc workgroup of staff from the Regional Water Quality

Control Boards, State Water Resources Control Board, and U.S. EPA
" that have an interest in 303(d) issues.

e
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criteria for evaluation of wetland functions). Information
sources which should be considered include sources listed in
40 CFR 130.7(b) (5) and sources found in Appendix D of the
1896 305(b) Guidance from U.S. EPA.

Wat;r bodies may be listed if any one of these factors is
met<:

1. Effluent limitations or other pollution control
requirements [e.g., Best Management Practices (BMPs)] are
not stringent enough to assure protection of beneficial
uses and attainment of SWRCB and RWQCB objectives,
including those implementing SWRCB Resolution Number 68-:
16 “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High
Quality of Waters in California” [see also .40 CFR
130.7(b)(1)]. :

2. Fishing, drinking'water, or swimming advisory currently
in effect. This does not apply to advisories related to
discharge in violation of existing WDR’s or NPDES permit.

3. -Beneficial uses are impaired or are expected to be
impaired within the listing cycle (i.e. in next two -
years). Impairment is based upon evaluation of chemical,

- physical, or biological integrity. Im?airment will be
determined by “qualitative assessment”’, physical/
chemical monitoring, bioassay tests, and/or other
biological monitoring. Applicable Federal criteria and
RWQCB Water Quality Control Plans determine the basis for
impairment status.. )

-

? U. S. EPA's national policy is that water bodies impaired by
natural conditions should be listed. In light of this policy,
the RWQCBs should consider designating such water bodies as a low
priority for establishing TMDLs. '

 Qualitative Assessment: An assessment based upon information
other than ambient monitoring data. Information used may .include
land use data, water quality impacts, predictive modeling using
estimated input variables, or fish and game biologist surveys. A
sole reliance on professional judgment, literature statements
(often judgment based), or public comments should not be the only

basis for listing.

-2
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The water body is on the previous 303(d) list and either:
(a) “monitored assessment”! continues to demonstrate a
violation of objective(s) or (b) “monitored assessment”
has not been performed.

Data indicate tissue concentrations in consumable body
parts of fish or shellfish exceed applicable tissue

criteria or guidelines. Such criteria or guidelines may _

include SWRCB Maximum Tissue Residue Level values, FDA

" Action Levels, NAS Guidelines, and U.S. EPA tissue

criteria for the protection of wildlife as they become
available. .

The water quality is of such concern that the RWQCB

determines the water body needs to be afforded a level of

proteqtion offered by a 303(d) listing.

Delisting Factors

Water bodies may be delisted for specific pollutants or
stressors if any one of these factors is met:

1.’

2.

Objectives are revised (for example, Site Specific
Objectives), and the exceedence is thereby eliminated.

‘A beneficial use is de-desmgnafed after U.S. EPA approval

of a Use Attainability Analysis, and the non-support
issue is thereby eliminated.

Faulty data led to the initial listing. Faulty data
include, but are not limited to, typographical errors,
improper quality assurance/quality control (QAR/QC) "
procedures, or Toxic Substances Monitoring/State Mussel
Watch EDLs which are not confirmed by risk assessment for
human consumption.

It has been documented that the objectives are being met
and beneficial uses are not impaired based - upon
“Monitored Assessment” criteria.

4

Monitored Assessment: For aquatic life uses, monitored

assessment should be based upon a minimum of Level 2 information,
as indicated in the 1996 305(b) guidance [Guidelines for
Preparation of the 1996 State Water Quality Assessments (“305(b)
* Reports”), EPA 841 B-95-001, May 1995; Pages 5-6 through 5-10,
Tables 5-2 & 5-3)}. There is a need to develop quidance for
Minimum Data Requirements for assessing other beneficial uses.

-
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5. A TMDL has been approved by the U.S. EPA.

6. There are control measures in place which will result in
protection of beneficial uses. Control measures include
permits, clean up and abatement orders, and watershed
management plans which are enforceable and include a time

schedule.
Priority Ranking, Targeting, and Scheduling

Priority Ranking

A priority ranking should be provided for listed waters to
guide TMDL planning pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7. RWQCBs should
apply the following criteria in ranking T™DLs in high (H),
medium (M), and low (L) priority categories:

- water body significance (such as importance and extent of
beneficial uses, threatened and endangered species’
concerns and size of water body)

- degree of impairment or threat (such as number of
pollutants/stressors of concern, and number of beneficial

uses impaired or threatened)

- conformity with related activities in the watershed (such
as existence of watershed assessment, planning, pollution
control, and remediation, or restoration efforts in the
area) :

.= potential for beneficial use protection or recovery

- degree of public concern

- available information
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A1l water bodies should be ranked in one of the three categories
(H, M and L) . Not all high priority waters need to be targeted
in the next two years for TMDLs.

Scheduling and Targeting

Schedules for starting, completing and submitting TMDLs should be

provided for all listed waters/pollutants pursuant to 40 CFR
130.7(d) (1). The schedules should provide for submittal of all
IMDLs for all listed waters/pollutants on the 1998 list. Given

the difficulty of estimating TMDL development time frames, RWQCBs

should make best estimates based on TMDL resource planning
efforts being conducted pursuant to the WMI process. The
schedules should be presented in three levels to reflect degree
of certainty regarding the attainability of the schedules.

Level 1: Next Two Years: Some waters should be targeted for
TMDL development over the next two years pursuant to 40 CFR
130.7. Waters should be targeted in cases where substantial
work on TMDL development is expected during the next two
Years, even if the TMDL is not scheduled for completion until

after the next two years. The schedules for targeted waters

should be consistent with the RWQCB’s WMI planning chapter.
. The rationale for targeting a particular set of waters should
be documented. '

Level 2:. Five Year Time Frame: RWQCBs should provide
schedules for TMDLs to be initiated over the next five years,
resource needs for which should be reflected in the RWQCB’s
"WMI planning chapter (see section G) and addressed in WMI
resource allocation decision-making. Schedules should be
based on those TMDL activities for which RWQCBs are actively
"seeking funding support and should include TMDLs for which
‘funding is reasonably likely to become available through
other state, federal, or third party (e.g., discharger)
sources.

Level 3: Years 5-13: RWQCBs should provide tentative
schedules for completing TMDLs for the remaining waters over
a period not to exceed 13 years. Schedules should be based
on those TMDL activities for which RWQCBs are planning to
seek funding support, with appropriate caveats stating that
these provisional schedules are dependent on resource

availability and further evaluation of TMDL applicability and

feasibility.
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E.

Public Notice Procedures

At a minimum, each RWQCB shall conduct the following public
participation activities:

1.

2.

Provide a 30-day comment period with public notice of the

. proposed 303(d) list. The RWQCB should consider the
following options to fulfill the public notice
requirements:

Option A. RWQCB workshop and adogtion of the draft

303(d) llst at a public hearing

The RWQCB may conduct a workshop to consider the draft
303(d) list followed by a public hearing to adopt the
303(d) list. A 30-day public notice shall be provided
for the workshop and 45-day public notice shall be
provided for the public hearing. Written comments -
should be submitted 15 days prior to the public
hearing.

Option B. RWQCB adoption of the draft 303(d) list at

.a regular Board meeting

The RWQCB may adopt the 303(d) list at a regular Board
meeting. A 30-day public notice of the RWQCB's intent
to consider adoption of the draft 303(d) list, TMDL

- priority ranking and scheduling should be provided.

The public notice shall solicit written comments on
the draft 303(d) list. Written comments should be
submitted 7 days prior to the RWQCB meeting.

Option C. RWQCB adoption. of the draft 303(d) list at
a public hearing (no workshop)

The RWQCB may adopt the 303(d) list at a duly noricgd
public hearing (45-day public notice). The public
notice shall solicit written comments on the draft

. 303(d) list. Written comments should be submitted 15

days prior to the RWQCB meeting.

Prepare a responsiveness summary (40 CFR part 25)
responding to all written comments on the draft 303(d)
list received by the cut-off date. ‘
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The RWQCB should consider the fo],lbwir;g:

Provide 90-day public notice of RWQCB's intent to consider
revisions to 303(d) list, establish TMDL priority ranking and
development schedule. This notice should outline the
criteria used for listing decisions and which watersheds will
be assessed in this listing cycle. The notice shall solicit
information, data, and other relevant factors to assist RWQCB
staff in the preparation of the draft 303(d) list and TMDL
priority ranking/schedule.

303(d) List Submittal Package

At a minimum, @ach RWQCB should submit to the SWRCB the

following information with the 303(d) list submittal:

1. 303(d) list of water bodies. (referenced on maps, if

feasible), pollutant or stressors, pollutant sources,
extent of impairment (e.g. miles of stream, acres of
estuary), TMDL priority ranking and schedule for TMDL
development for all listed water bodies by the RWQCB; and

2.  1list of water bodies and associated watersheds
(referenced on maps, if feasible) which were assessed in

the current cycle; and

3. factors used to list or delist specific waterbodies (see
sections B and C). Criteria used to prioritize TMDL
development (see section D.1. ). Criteria used to
generate TMDL development schedules (see section D.2. ):;
and . '

"4. documentation for TMDL priority ranking and scheduling

. decisions, which may include an estimate of resource
needs for high priority water bodies for TMDI,
development; and

5. documentation of the public participation process

a. public notice(s)
b. .responsiveness summary; and
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list of RWQCB file(s) which contain the individual water
body assessment data, information, etc. upon which the
listing decision was made (note: . a RWQCB may choose to
submit the data assessment information in lieu of the
minimum list of files to the SWRCB as part of the
submittal package. This may be warranted for some water
bodies where there is significant controversy).

Coordination with the Watershed>M2nagement Initiative (WMI)

RWQOCBs should conduct the 303(d) assessment consistent with
each region’s schedule outlined in the WMI chapter for
updating the Water Quality Assessment (WQA). The WQA ,
includes the 303(d) listing. The TMDL priority ranking and
scheduling shall also be consistent with the WMI chapter. 1In
order to assure this consistency, each RWQCB should: : )

1.

2.

include the 303(d) 1lst1ng/review schedule for each
watershed in the regions’ WMI chapter; and

include the TMDL priority ranking and scheduling in the
regions’ WMI chapter; and

include resource allocation projections for conducting
the 303(d) listing assessment in the regions’ WMI

chapter.

in cases where the RWQCB focused. the 303(d)
listing/review on a subset of watersheds in the region,
public comments on water bodies outside of targeted
watersheds will be directed to the WMI process for

prioritization.
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February 9, 1998

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 1998 303(d) AND TMDL PRIORITY LIST
(Reference to specific commentors are noted in parentheses.)

General Comments

Several comments pertain to listing procedures, the listing process, and the extent of our
review of available data. We focused our review on the Bay segments, given our resource
and time constraints. We recognize that there are data available on many urban creeks and
other water bodies. However, rather than accept these data with limited time to review
and assess them, it will be more prudent to review and assess the suggested data and data
sources over the next two years which will allow for a much more comprehensive review
for the next update. (Marin Audubon, BayKeeper, CBE, Friends of Corte Madera.,
Bemma)

Other comments pertain to whether a water body and/or pollutant stressor should be listed
when there may be uncertainties associated with the basis for listing (e.g., data quality,
exceedance of narrative standards). It some cases it is more appropriate to list the
pollutant and rank it low for development of a TMDL until the uncertainties are resolved,
versus the alternative of not listing a pollutant until uncertainties are resolved. We also
expect further monitoring and assessment of a listed water body will resolve uncertainties
and may lead to consideration of " delisting in some cases. (NRDC, BayKeeper CBE,
BADA)

-There were a number of comments on the priority ranking recommended for TMDL
development. We share many commentors concerns about the importance of many of the
identified problems. However, we are constrained by limited resources at this time. High
priority listing are limited to those pollutant stressors that we have already commenced
working on or otherwise expect to start working on using known resources within the
next two years. Priorities and schedules will be reviewed and revised with each listing
update (e.g., in two years, certain medxum pnonty listings will become high priority
listings).

Comments on Bay Segments
Determination of Campliance With Standards

Technical and procedural issues have been raised concerning compliance with standards
and listing of a water body as impaired due to a particular pollutant stressor.

1. - Clear Violations of Standards

The water bodies and pollutant stressors listed on the 303(d) list are those cases whcrel
current standards are clearly exceeded (BADA, NRDC). The current standards consist of
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the narrative and numeric objectives in the Basin Plan, the State antidegradation policy,
and the federal standards promulgated for the San Francisco Bay Region under the 1992
National Toxics Rule. These standards apply to all fresh, salt, and estuarine waters as
specified in the 1995 Basin Plan amendments—except for the Lower South Bay (south of
the Dumbarton Bridge) where the numeric Basin Plan bbjgctives do not apply (NRDC).

The Regional Board has reviewed national criteria, and, where appropriate adopted
numeric objectives based on these criteria (subsequently vacated by the court decision to
overturn the statewide plans). The Board has also consistently identified those constituents
for which site-specific objectives might be appropriate in a series of Triennial Reviews
since 1985 and undertook the complete process of developing site-specific objectives and
TMDLs) for two high priority constituents—copper and nickel—in all embayments. Those
 site-specific objectives and TMDLs were subsequently remanded by the State Board (also .
due to the court decision). Despite procedural difficulties associated with site-specific
objectives, the Board staff continue to believe that site-specific objectives are both ;
necessary and appropriate for copper, nickel, mercury, selenium, and PCBs (in all
embayments) and potentially other metals in the Lower South Bay. This assessment is
based on a significant body of research, monitoring data, and analyses. However, until that
~ process is completed for each constituent, the current standards apply.

The following constituents/indicators clearly exceed standards in one or more of the San
Francisco Embayments:

Toxicity: the numeric and narrative toxicity objectives are exceeded on a regular basis
in the Delta, Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, and San Pablo Bay, and South and Lower
San Francisco Bay. The observed toxicity has been linked to two specific pesticides:
diazinon and chlorpyrifos. Also, diazinon has been measured at levels which exceed
concentrations recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game. (40
ng/l (parts per trillion) four-day average / 80 ng/l one-hour average)

Selenium: A formal health advisory has been issued by OEHHA for benthic-feeding
ducks in Suisun, San Pablo, and South San Francisco Bays. This health advisory
clearly establishes that REC-1 beneficial use is not ﬁzlly supported, and, hence,
standards are not fully met.

Mercury: Mercury concentrations in the main embayments and several local stream-
Bay confluences exceed the current Basin Plan numeric objectives on a consistent
basis. In addition, a formal health advxsory based on mercury levels in ﬁsh tissue has
been in effect for all embayments since the early 1970s.

Nickel: Nickel concentrations in the main embayments and several local stream-Bay
confluences exceed the current Basin Plan numeric objectives on a regular basis.
Existing data indicate that impairment associated with nickel is greatest in the Lower
South Bay and that site-specific objectives for nickel are necessary and appropriate for
all embayments. ‘
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Copper: There has been a significant amount of scientific and regulatory attention
paid to copper concentrations and the development of appropriate objectives for the
Bay. While formal numeric objectives are not currently in the Basin Plan, staff believe
that compliance with the narrative standards is best judged by whether concentrations
meet or exceed 4.9 ug/l total copper at this time (4.9 ug/l is the technical basis for the
site-specific objective adopted by the Regional Board and remains valid). Staff
anticipate that when US EPA promulgates the California Toxics Rule, that all
embayments will be in compliance with copper standards except the Lower and South
Bays.

PCB:s (including dioxin-like PCBs): Regional Monitoring Program data, as well as
ongoing studies of cleanup sites, Bay sediment, and fish contamination consistently
indicate that levels of PCBs in the Estuary are above thresholds of concern. The extent
and nature of the water quality problem is highly dependent on the manner in which
these thresholds are derived. If thresholds are based on comparing total PCB
concentrations to a single tissue or water column concentration, then monitoring data
are frequently above the threshold. If, however, Aroclor mixtures are used as the basis
for deriving the threshold value, measured PCB concentrations trigger the threshold
less frequently. Finally, if thresholds are based on individual PCB congeners, then
measured concentrations only exceed the threshold on occasion. However, there is an
interim health advisory in effect for consumption of fish due to PCBs, and we are
interpreting this interim advisory as a violation of the narrative standards protecting
REC-1 beneficial uses. Consequently, it is appropnate to list PCBs on the 303(d) list
at this time (CBE, BayKeeper). ‘

We intend to develop a comprehensive, watershed-based control strategy for any
ongoing (and potential) sources of PCBs (CBE, BayKeeper, NRDC). Staff have
already begun the process of collecting information from a diverse array of sites
researchers working with Regional Monitoring Program have begun to analyze PCB
“fingerprints” of Bay samples to determine what fraction of measured PCBs are
associated with historical discharges.

Exotic Specxes Exotic species clearly posea sxgmﬁcant threat to the San Franmsco
Bay segments and their beneficial uses. Affected uses include: navigational uses by
blocking navigation channels; recreational uses by reducing numbers of sport fish; and
commercial uses by reducing the numbers of fish relied on by commercial fisherman.
The source of exotic species is discharge of ballast water. This issue should be given a

high priority.
Based on this process and information, staff agree with commentors that:
Nickel violations in San Pablo, and Suisun Bays, Carquinez Strait, and the

Delta were inadvertently omitted from the 303(d) list and will be added (BADA).
However, we will first develop 2a TMDL for South San Francisco Bay as a pilot
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project. Subsequently, we will address nickel in the other embayrttents
Accordingly, staff are assigning a low pnonty to a TMDL for nicke! in the North
Bay segments.

Selenium levels are the basis for an existing health advisory in effect for the South
Bay (in addition to the embayments already listed) and thus South San Francisco
Bay should be added to the 303(d) list. Based on research the Board required in
1992, inputs of selenium to this water body appear to be linked to local geological
features and domestic use of groundwater drawn from pockets of soil high in
selenium. Accordingly, staff are assigning a low priority to a TMDL for selenium
(CLEAN SB, CDFG). .

The proposed listing of pesticides should be changed to diazinon in all San
Francisco Bay embayments to reflect the specific constituent of concern.
(CLEAN SB, ACCWP, SCVURPPP)

PCBs in fish in all San Francisco Bay embayments are cause for an interim

health advisory, and as such should be included on the 303(d) lxst (BayKeeper,
CBE)

Exotic Species are éausing impairment or pose a significant threat to uses to all
San Francisco Bay embayments and should be included on the 303(d) list.
(BayKeeper)

2. Potential Violation of Standards

While there are a limited number of numeric objectives that specifically apply to San
Francisco Bay, Board staff anticipate that US EPA will promulgate standards for all
constituents for which objectives do not currently exist in the Region in the near future.
These standards will not supersede existing Basin Plan objectives and will be based on
national criteria (i.e. they will not include a consideration of site-specific conditions). In
anticipation of federal action, Board staff have used the proposed criteria as screening

criteria to identify cases where there may be a potential violation of standards in the
future. '

There are a number of instances where tissue and water column data trigger the proposed
federal standards. Further analysis is necessary to determine (2) if the federal standard is
indeed appropriate for local conditions, (b) the extent to which appropriate standards are
exceeded, and (c) whether there are any ongoing, controllable sources that are
contributing to observed tissue and water column concentrations.

We have the following specific comments about our assessment of Dioxins, Chlordane,
Dieldrin, DDT (and by-products), Heptachlor, and PAHs in San Francisco Bay
embayments:
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Dioxins: Over the past three years, the Board has xssued dctaxled additional

.monitoring requirements to dischargers and Board staff have conducted a

thorough analysis of dioxins in the Region. A number of proposed policy options
for addressing dioxins have been developed by staff and are the subject of a public
hearing this February (2/98) before the Board. Based on that extensive data
review, staff have determined that:

e Dioxin levels in San Francisco Bay Region are comparable to background
levels found elsewhere in the country and around the world;

e The interim fish consumption health advisory indicates that the additional risks
posed by dioxins are much, much smaller than those posed by mercury and
PCBs; thus mercury and PCBs should be higher priority than dioxins; and

o 'Current levels and ﬁngerpnnts of dioxins indicate that the primary sources to
water are atmospheric deposition; and that 2, 3 7,8-TCDD national criteria are
not likely to be exceeded.

It is our current assessment that dioxin levels may not violate the anticipated
2,3,7,8-TCDD national standards when they are promulgated. Consequently, we
believe it is inappropriate to list San Francisco Bay embayments as watcr-quahty
limited due to dioxins at this time (CBE, BayKeeper).

Chlordane, Dieldrin, DDT (and by-products), Heptachlor, and PAHs: As
described in the Water Quality Assessment, tissue levels of these constituents
frequently exceed the tissue concentration levels embedded in the proposed federal
standards. As is the case with PCBs, it is unclear whether the implicit tissue
concentrations are appropriate for assessing local conditions. It should also be
noted that except for PAHs, observed concentrations of these constituents are
probably associated with historical contamination and not ongoing discharges.
PAHs, on the other hand, are probably associated with atmospheric deposition.
Because of these concerns, we do not believe that there is enough evidence to
support a determination of a clear violation of narrative objectives at this time.
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LIST OF COMMENTORS
- (As of February 9, 1998)

Natural Resources Defense Council (David Beckman) - Pre-Public Notice Letter
Marin Audubon (Barbara Salzman)
CLEAN South Bay (Trish Mulvey)

‘California Fish and Game (CF&G)(Brian Hunter, Region 3)

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) (David Beckman)
Community for a Better Environment (CBE) (Greg KarraS)
San Francisco BayKeeper (Michael Lozeau).

-~ City of San Jose / City of Santa Clara / Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (Carl
~ Mosher)

Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) (G. Robert Hale)

- Bay Area Dischargers Association (BADA) (Larry Walker)

; Bruce Abelli-Amen _

. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) (Adam Olivieri)
: Fnends of Corte Madera Creek Watcrshed (Ca.rol D’Alessio / Sandra Guldman)

Cxty of Benicia (Victoria Shidell)
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November 25, 1997 g Sen Vicente Blod., Sul

: Los Angeles, CA 50048
" Ms. Loretta Barsamian : i - -213 7346500
Executive Officer ' Fo 2 suntp
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Contml Board (Region2) '
2101 Webster Street-Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612

Re:  Impaired and Threatened Water Bodies; Clean Water Act Section 303(d)
List; Clean Water Act Section 303(e); Clean Water Act Section 305(%)
List; Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) .

Dear Executive Oﬂiocr

Reccm]y. the Los Angeles office of the Natural Rmoumes Defense Counieil
requested that your agency keep us informed, and add us to any mmlmg lists, regarding
proposed actions with respect to Clean Water Act Sections 303(d), 303(e), or 305(b)
clements, including Total Maximum Daily Loads (“TMDLs™), lists of impaired or .
threatened water bodies and related matters, such as consideration of schedules, and
priority ranking of water bodies. See 33 U.S.C. Section 1313(d)-(e) As we noted in that
correspondence, we wish to participate in any public review and comment opportunities
that your agency may make available regarding these matters.

Because of the significance of the Section 303(d) and (¢) program, and our belief
that the Section 303(d) and (¢) duties are not being met by your agency and the State
generally, we wish now to offer comments about these matters for your consideration

- generally and with respect to any upcoming hearings or other formal reviews of Section
303(d)<(c) or 305(b) elements. We ask that these comments be incorporated in the
administrative record of such formal consideration(s) by your governing board.

The Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations lay out a detailed scheme  —
-+ for adoption and implementation of TMDLs. No later than June, 1979, California was
required, among other things, to (1) identify water bodies within its boundaries for which
" cfflucnt limitations are not stringent enough o implement any water quality standard
applicable to such waters (threatened or impaired water bodies), (2) to establish & priority
ranking of these water bodies, and (3) to establish TMDLSs for each of the segments in
accordance with their priority ranking. 33 U.S.C. § 1313(dX1XA) & (C). In developing
TMDLs, the Clean Water Act states that loads must be established at a level necessary to
achieve “applicable water quality standards” taking into account both (a) “seasonal
variations™ and (b) a “margin of safety,” 33 U.S.C. § 1313(dXIXC), In addition, EPA
regulations specify that California must include allocations for both point and nonpoint
sources of pollution in their TMDLs. 40 CF.R. § 130.2(j). California must submit the
waterbody lists and actual TMDLS to EPA and “the Administrator shall either approve or
disapprove such identification and Joad not later than thirty days afier the date of

- submission.™ 33 U.S.C. §1313(d)(2); see also 40 CE.R. § 130.7(d)X2).
nrRatd s OWest 200 St . 1350New Yok Ave, NW. 71 Sievensen St
oline New York, New York 10011 Washington, DC 20005 Sen Franciseo. CA 94105

: 212727-2700 202 7837200 418 73.0120 .

Rar 2122271773 Fax 202 783-5917 Faz €15 4953996
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- arbitrarily from year to year.

—_— N N b T LAl LR =

Executive Officer
NRDC Comments
November 25, 1997
Page2

A chief benefit of the Section 303(d) and Section 303(e) process is that it

"~ bolistically assesses all sources of pollution in a basin or watershed and then provides for
& mechanism for States to curb those sources of pollution 5o that all individual water

. bodies achieve water quality standards. As one federal court recently explamed.

“Without an understanding of the Total Maximum Daily Load, and the various sources

which lower a'body of water’s quality, there is little chance that the pollution is most

efficiently controlled." For these and other reasons, the Section 303(d) and Section

303(c) requirements arc central to achieving the goals of tbe Clean Water Act.

In California, the State Water Resources Control Board sppears to have requested
that the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards comply with these statutory
requirements. We believe that your agency has not complied with this statutory
framework, notwithstanding the fact that under the Clean Water Act, compliance was due
by June 1979, some cighteen years 8go. Specifically, we believe that your egency has:

Wc bcheve that your agcncy has only considered some “read.lly
availeble” informamn sources in compiling its list of water bodies for which effluent
limitations are not stringent enough to implement any water quality standard ~ to the
extent that it has considered any information at all. The Clean Water Act requires that all
impaired or threatened water bodies be identified and evaluated (see, e.g., 40 CF.R.-§
130.7), but the vast majority of water resources, including Bays and Harbors, Coastal

. Shoreline, Estuaries, Ground Water, Lakes and Reservoirs, Ocean and Open Bays, Rivers

" and Streams, Saline Lakes, and Freshwater and Tidal Wetlands semain unassessed. See,

¢.g., California 305(%) Report on Water Qualhy (State Water Resources Control Board,
. 1996). We also believe that your agency's list of impaired water bodies has changed

mmmm Themnking ofwatcrbodzesfailstota.ke mto nwount
the statutory requirements of severity of pollution and uses to be made of waters. See 33
U.S.C. § 1313(d)X1XA). We believe that your agency has not adequately considered
priority ranking issues 80 as to address the most significantly impaired water bodies first.
We also believe that the priority ranking system makes undue use of “medium™ and “low”
ranks as would be “safe harbors™ that justify inaction. Finally in this regard, we believe
that your agency has not dmlopchNn)Lsmaccordmwnhmpnontymnhngof
water bodxu

3. u “clearly describe™ iropl thé
heme i tinui i es t and ass

with Section 303(¢). 33 U.S.C, § 1313(cX3XC); 40 CF.R. §130.7. Section 303(d) and
(e) xmplemezmng regulations mandate that each aspect of the Section 303(d) and (e)
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Executive Officer
NRDC Comments
November 25, 1997
Page 3 - .
process be “clearly descnbcd” in continuing planmng documents, but we can find no such
clear description or an otherwise adequate process in docuinents maintained by your
agency. .

m@i_gg, 40 CFR Section 130@) |

- R ailed t it f j rate i -
mmmu_m_g We do not belicve that your agency has developed any

TMDLS, including TMDLSs for the water bodies it designated “high” pnonty in its 1996 Section
303(d) submission. California 305(b) Report on Water Quality (1996). - Moreover, progress, if
any, toward submittal of TMDLs can be characterized as beyond “glacial” You agency had a
duty to establish TMDLs for water bodies requiring them by June 1979. We also believe that any
schedules set are Jargely if not entirely “paper éxercises,” This is perhaps partly a function of the
failure to request, arrange for, and budget sufficient resources to ﬁmd implementation of these
core Clean Water Act dtmes. as required by lcw

6. il mi‘ dbv4 . i 7
) i ts of 4 j . ~

Inthcsc andothermspects.wc behevetluiyomagcncyhasnotmettbcreq\med
. standards with respect to Section 303(d) and 303(c) of the Clean Water Act. We respectﬁxlly

~“request and urge that you, as the chief executive of your agency, immediately rectify these issues,
cach of which should bave been completed and in place no later than June 1979. Please contact -
- us if you have questions or wish to discuss our comments. Thank you for considering our views.

Very truly yours,

TS Bl

David S. Beckman. an
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Marin Audubon Society ~ Box 599 Mill Valley, California 94942-0599
| ' Februvary 2, 1998

CALIFORNIA REGIONA waTER

ntrol Board FEB"51998
500 QUALITY conroy; BOARD

uality Assessment of Impaired Water Bodies

.
.

Regional Water Quality
2101 Webster Street,
Oakland, Ca 94612

RE: 303(d) water
aATT: TOM MUMLEY
Dear Board Members:

‘The Marin Audubon Society wishes to request that Corte Madera
Creek be added to the list of water bodies to be assessed as part
of this year's evaluation. We also recommend that all of the
other creeks in Marin County be systematically evaluated to
determine the need to include them in this program.

While we would like to see all of the Creeks in Marin County
assessed under this program, only three water bodies are on the
proposed list. It is unclear why these were chosen over others.
we believe that Corte Madera Creek meets the criteria for
inclusion in this program.

Corte Madera Creek is the largest Creek in Marin County. This
water body has been impacted by urban development and uses, yet
it retains a remnant steelhead population and several remaining
tidal marshes support endangered clapper rails. Other beneficial
uses include recreation and migratory bird habitat. An active
watershed group focusing on its problems has developed over. the

last 4 years and will be beginning a watershed planning effort
shortly.

Thank you for considering our recommendation.

) a Cﬁapier of National Audubon Society

RELYLY ST PASER
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January 31, 1998

e cmitme rn

Tom Mumley, Ph.D. i
S8an Francisco Bay ‘
Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webatar Straeet, Buite 500
Oakland, CA 94612 . o

RE: 1998 Water Quality Assessmant and 303(d) list
Dear Dr. Mumley:

Please extand the 1listing 6: selenium as a cause of
impairment to Lower Bay and South Bay with a medium to high
priority for initiating socurce control activities.

B BB S e B R E phet @ e S s SmB Bae W e

Concerns and references include the stringent level of the
public health consumption advisory for diving ducks (scaupiutd
scoter), the apparent correlation of selenium with redd coat
disease and abnormally shortenaed vibrissase in harbor seals | -
observad at Mowry Blough, data from the Regional Monitoring ! |-
Program for Trace Substances (San Francisce Estuary Instituthk), .
and the Metals Control Measureg Plan priorities (Santa clara’
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program). !

that the San Jose/Banta Clara Water Pollution Control Plant {is a
significant conveyance for selenium to South Bay. The repor

“Coppar and Selenium in the Water SBupply of the Santa Clara:

valley" indicates that the fot&bla water supply (mostly £r

ground water sources) contributes fifty percent of the influaent

load (p.79) ‘= with five wells contributing a di-progortionaﬁe

amount (App.C). Source control efforts should consider b
redirecting those wells to nonpotable irrigation uses axcept in ~
times of drought emergencies, !

Research by Greg Cutter (01d Dominion University) .ugg:tﬁs

For the record, I do support the listing of "pesticides" for
all Bay and Delta segments. I also agree with the discussicn at
the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative Bay
Monitoring and Modeling meeting that listing of specitic _
pesticides should ba considered. :

. Thanks for your consideration of these comments. Pléa‘e
eall if you have questions (680-326-0252), !

i
R

Sincerely
Trish Mulvey - §

Co~Founder, CLEAN South Bay ! !
527 Rhodes Drive, Palo Alto, CA 94303 ! '

attachments
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. State, of California The Resources Agency

Memorandum

To

$ . Date: ’ .
Mr. Thomas Mumley ) February 2, 1998
- Senior Water Resources Control Engineer '
California Regional Water Quality Control Board .
San Francisco Bay Region ALIFOPNIA REGIONAL WATER
2101 Webster St., Suite 500 cro -
Oakland, CA 94612 | FER - 31398 /{5”/‘/\

From : Department of Fish and Game

UALITY CONTROL BOARD

Subject J Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Priorities for Development of Total Maximum

Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region .
& R, -

Department biologists have mvxcwcd your - staff report and proposod revisions to the Sect:on
303(d) list and priorities for dcvelopment of TMDLs for the Board's jurisdictional area” In
general, we are very supportive of your. proposed revisions and priorities as reasonable to resolve
many current threats to fish and wildlife. However, we suggest, due to the recent federal listing of
steelhead as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act, and the apparent prolonged
time line for initiation of monitoring or other data gathering activities, that waters which are used
by this species for migration and spawmng be elcvated.to a hzgh pnomy :

_ Conditions which are especmlly delctcnous to salmomd ﬁshes mcludc siltation, dxscharge
.of toxic materials such as detergents, or dxsmfectams, toxlc nutrients such as ammonia, increases
-in BOD and temperature. Non-point source pollutants ﬁ'om confined animal operations, as well

as urban runoff can contnbute to unacceptab!e stress or even mortahty of this scnsmvc species.

B Steelhead still exist in the Napa River, Sonoma Cree and the Pcmluma River drainage,

“tributary to San Pablo Bay; Walker and Lagumtas Creeks, m’butaxy to Tomales Bay; and San
Franciscito, Coyote and Guadalupe Cteeks, m’butary to South’ Bay “While we understand that
your board may not prioritize the regulation of agnculunal or urban pollutams on the same level
as that of municipal and industrial pollutants,-we are rionetheless oonvmwd that the TMDL
process can result in mprovod protoctlon for ﬁsh and wﬂdhfe Erie '

We strongly enoourage your boa:d to consxdcr clevatmg the pnonty ‘hstmg for those waters
listed above, and undermke 'thc additional momtormg and assessment programs suggcsted in the
staff report. et - g

If you have any qucstxons plwsc call Mmhacl Rugg, Watcr Quahty Blologtst at (707) 944-

//5/@

Bnan Hunter
Regional Manager
Region 3

5523.

cc: Don Lollock, OSPR
gonxmmhy ija/%muiz'ﬁ q’(?c/a/é/’ Fnce 1870

D—035551
D-035552



-  San Franclaco

Via facsimile and U.S. Mail

Mr. Thomas Mumley
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
- California Regional Water Quality Control Board
" San Francisco Bay Region .
2101 Webstér Street, Suite 500 , _ .
Ouakland, CA 94612 C : .

Re:  Comments on Section 303(d) List Update _ .
Dear Mr. Muxplcyz - ' o o q

Thank gou for I}ﬁS"opponunit{(lo comment on the 303(d) list update. These comments are
made on behall of San Francisco BayKeeper and DeltaKeeper (hercinafter “BayKecper™).
Attachcd to this Ictter is a table of im water bodies and causes of impairment (Table 1) t be
considered for addition to the list. We recognize that setting Total Muximum Daily Loads
(“TMDLs"), including the necessary waste load allocations (“*WLAs™) and load allocations
(*LAs"), for all of the water bodies listed in the table in the immediate future would be
burdensome, but we belicve that it s critical for the 303(d) list to be complete in order to accurately
determine prioritics for sctting TMDLs.

vy A BTV B P
. Thé ritionales provided in the stalf report for ot including certain known stressors are
hmfpropdate and dohot comport with Section 303(d) of .the Clean Water Act. For example, those
~~pollutants where stafT has determined that identified wuter quality problems have been addressed
y local regulatory programs are not included. The report offers up sclcnium as an example for
" this category. The example points out why this catcgory needs to be included on the list. First of
all, sclcnium has been Froposed for inclusion on the list, despite the report's use of it as an
lc for not belng included. Second, the report claims that scicnium is being addresscd by the-
refineries' individual control strategies. However, other sources of selenium exist as well and are
not or may not be uddressed by those ICSs. Indeed, the highest levels of selenium detected in the
Bay are in the South Bay and no explanation is offered which claims that the refinery ICSs will
resolve that problem in its entirety. Indecd, the South Bay and Lower South Bay are the only
segments where selenium is not listcd as & stressor (but, of course, should be). In short, there are
a number of identified problems where a number of sources exist and wherc it is uncertain that
current regulatory decisions will bring the problem under control. Staff should include on the
303() list all of the identified problems and analyze the merits of existing vontrols as purt of the
TMDL prioritization process, not as a hurdle to inclusion on the list of impaircd waters.

Similarly, the stafl report ofTers a rationale for avoiding identifying certain stressors where
insufYicient information exists to detcrmine whether a TMDL pricess would afford better water
quality protection than cxisting local requirements. This rationalc appears designed to explain why
none of the results shown in the Regional Board's own fish tissue study have made any impact to
the proposed 303(d) list. The stafT report claborates by citing the high'levels of PCBs known to be

i g—

. C . 415561 229¢
Presldio Buliding 1004 fax 415 561 22%
PO Box 29921 ‘ ' . 1-800-KEEP-BA®
San Francisco, CA 84129-0921 Printed on recycled paper £ R i
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- BayKocper Comments
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" immediate steps to provide the resources an
" River watershed. Al
™ Initiatives for those two watersheds, a docs not replace the need for a technically-based,
« other high priorities below). -

- the many creeks flowing §nto San Francisco men
.. creeks and rivers,.yet the proposed list focuses almost ¥Xglusively on the Bay its
"... critical tributarics: SThe recommended additions in thcmé below focus in large part on the plight of

?
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example.argucs in TAWO! Ficijing PCBST , s of PCBs exist around the
cdge of the Bay, including for examplé 3lorm water discharges from scrap yards handling old
cquipment and reservoir coatings (a number of years ugo, the Regional Board fined EB for
discharging into an East Bay Creek PCB laden matcrials from work maintuining one of its
reservoirs). Likcwisc, dioxin should be included on the 303(d) list because of the results of the
fish tissue study and because there ure in fact numerous identifiable sources that a TMDL would in
fuct help to bring under control. Indeed, this process may be the only way those sources are

- brought within the Act's purview.

In torms of priorities, BayKeeper urges the Regional Board, staff and EPA to take
aFlanning necessary o complete a full TMDL for the
South San Francisco Bay, which will cover all of the pollutants of concern (not just cop?;r and
nickel as is now bcin‘i pursued by the City of San Jose), as well as a full TMDL for the Napa -
ough BayKccper appreciates the efforts of the Watershed Management

agency driven TMDL. We would concur in the choice of those priarities (although we suggest two

BayKecper supports staff's inclusion of pesticides as 8 source of acute and chronic toxicity
to numerous areas of the Bay, BayKeeper and DelaKeeper believe that the regulatory oversight of
this source of contaminants to the Bay and Delta must be ratcheted up to include the full range of

regulatory tools and move beyond the strictly voluntary programs that have failed to prevent the
impairment of uses throughout the Bay and %dta.

Onc other broad concem with the pmgosed list is the scarce attention it pays to problems in
ay. Numerous reports detail the pg%ht om Bay's )i
, ignoring these

the Bay urea’s croeks! 14,4+ | L _

We have relicd on numerous compilatons of data available for San Francisco Bay and its
tributaries in order to compile Table 1. BayKi believes that each of the recommended
watcrbodies and pollutants are demonstrative of excessive pollutant levels and qualify for listing
pursuant to factors 1, 2 and/or 3 of the listing iuiidclincs in Attach. 3, p. 2 of the Staff Report

entitled Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Prioritics for Development of TMDLs for
the San Francisco Bay Region. All reports are referenced in Table 1.

Other supporting documentation for listing waters in Table 1 siems from fish and harbor
seal studies. Fish tissue samples from around the San Francisco Bay exceeded pilot screening
values for many trace organics such as PCBs, Dioxin, DDT, Dieldrin and trace elements such us
mercury. These screcning values were based on an EPA guidance document entitled Guidance for
Asscssment of Chemical Contaminant Data For Use In Fish Advisories - Vol. I - Fish Sampling
and Analysis (EPA 823-R-93-002) and wcre morc conservative than the EPA values. (Sec

o Conmmi?ant.uvcls in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay). PCBs and Dioxin are of particular

» Mt g o tav worva v W dav owd Tl aupan iy eutvas U o vy [ [YYPITITY

fntmdﬁéing them to the Bay and its tributaries do exist and will continue to exist short of a rigorous
response by the regulatory agencics and the operators of the sources. For cxample, it is well

D—03555 3
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BayKeeper Comments

slocumented that dioxi
sources), A TMD]
hazardous activitI\; _
Bay be includced in the Hi

In another study, Moss Landing Marinc Laboratorics found that blood samples taken from
harbor scals around the San Francisco Bay contained truce elements and organics. Levcls of many
trace clements cxcocded toxicity thresholds for humans. (See Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices,
and Population Dynamics of Harbor Seals in San Francisco Bay, 1989-1992.) Such high levels of
pollutants in fish and harbor seals are adequate evidence that beneficial uses, specifically wildlife
uses, would be impaired during the listing cycle. The Moss Landing study underscores the need to
prioritize PCBs on the TMDL list.

14

Chicken Creck should be added 1o the 303(d) list because of tritium discharged into the
creek from Lawrence Berkeles; Labs. Water column mm&lles taken in 1993 registered levels of
18,100 picocuries ?er liter in this creck. We believe that this level may violate the namative water
quality objectives for radioactivity. :

A report done for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that the San Francisco Bay .
and Delta region bas been invaded by 212 pon-pative specics over the years and currently is being
invaded at the acceleratod rate of & ncw spocies every 24 weeks. These species have been cited asa
contributing factor in the regional and global extinction of species und in the decrease of
endanﬁmci marsh birds and mammals. In addition, the report indicates that thesc species impair
many beneficial uses in this region: navigational uses !?: blocking navigational channels,
recreational uses by reducing numbers of sport fish, and commercial uses by reducing the numbers

~ of fish relied on by commercial fisherman. These specics constitute "waste® under the Porter-

Cok;fnc Act and "pollutants® under the federal Clean Water Act. To the extent these pollutants arc
impairing the Bay, they should be included as a cauyé b 1he proposcd list. Because of the great
risk posed by these p&umnm, BayKeeper asks the Byiatd to consider elevatinivt}ﬁs to the High
priority category for TMDLs (along with the South Buy,#nd the Napa River). We reference
Nonindigenous Aquatic Species in a United States Estuury: A Case Study of the Biological
Invasions of the San Francisco Bay und Delta, Dec, 1995, pgs. i, 188, 196-97,

In conclusion, BayKeeper believes the proposed list improves upon the last 303(d) list, but
needs to include the numerous impaired waters within the region. Many of those waters and the
supporting data are set forth in the attached list. Undoubtedly, other data which we did not manage
to identify exist for other crecks and tributarics to the Bay. BayKeeper belicves it is the
responsibility of stafT to compile that data and muke sure that the list is complete. BayKeeper urges
the Regional Board to take steps necessary to cxpand the TMDL. process underway in the South
Bay 10 go beyond just copper and nickel and to begin a TMDL for the Napa River, BayKeeper
urges the Board 10 include two more TMDL processes in its high priority category - a‘i‘:Mfoor
dioxin and PCBs throughout San Francisco Bay and a TMDL for exolic specics.

D—035554
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BayKeeper Comments
Fcbrumy 2, 1998
Page 4

Thanks again for this opportunity to comment on the 303(d) list updaw. If you have an
qucstions, please feel free to give me 8 call at (415) 561-2299x. 1 g. d

Sincerely, \
W é i % Ly 1
Michael R. Loveay -

San Francisco BayKecper

e, Bill Jennings, DeltaKeeper
Alexis Strauss, EPA Region 9
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Table 1 .

Bodics of Impaired Waters and Pollutants

Name

Alameda County
Alameda Creek

" Castro Véllcy Creek

'Chicken Creck

Causcy

Copper

Dtazmon

Zinc

Copper

Dioxin

PAHs

Tritium

Supporting Documentation

Druft Annual Monitoring Report 1924-95 for Alameda
Countywide Clcan Water Program, March 1996, Table
3.2.1-1; Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8, Table 4-12.

Draft Annual Monitoring Report 199495 for Alameda
Countywidc Clean Water Program, March 1996, p. 3-24,

Table 3.2.1-9.

Draft Annual MonitoringReport 1994-95 for Alameda
Countywide Clean Watcr Program, March 1996, Table
3.2.1-). - )

, o
Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31, 1991, p. 2-8,
Tuble 4-12. - : . )

Druft Annual Monitoring Report 1994-95 for Alameda

Countywide Clean Water Program, March 1996, Tuble
3.2.1-1; Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8, Tuble 4-12. .

Survey of Storm Water RunofT for Dioxins in the Sun
Francisco Bay Area, Feb. 1997, p. 4, Table 2.

Draft Annual Monitoring Report 1994-95 for Alameda

. Countywide Clcan Water Program, March 1996, Table
- 3.2.1-1; Loads Asscssment Summary Report, Oct. 31,

1991, p. 2-8, Table 4-12.

Draft Annual Monitoring Report 1994-95 for Alameda -
gzgul\tywide Clean Water Program, March 1996, Table
2.1-1. " :

Loads Assessment Summur .chort. Oct. 31, 1991, p. ES- '
7, Table 4-6. y ' P

Drafl Annual Monitoring Report 1994-95 for Alameda
Countywide Clean Water Program, March 1996, Table
3.2.1-1; Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31,
1991, p. 2-8, Tuble 4-}2.

RF1 Phase I Progress Report 11/94 Environmental
Restoration Program, Lawrence Berkeley Labs.

D

|
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Codomices Creck

Crandall Creck

Pineapplc Creek

D\-'s. Lavadiea Crashe

San Lorenzo Creck

Marsh Creek
_ Reservoir

Pacheco Creck

Rheem Creek '

- Copper

PAHs

Zinc
Diuazinon
Tritum
Temparature

Dissolved
Oxygen

Copper

PAHs
Zinc

Mercury

| Coppcr.

Nickel

Copper

Chlorpyrifos

. Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31, 1991, p. 27,1

\

Table 4-12.

Loads Assessment Summary chort, Oct 31, 1991, p. 2-7,
Table 4-12,

Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct. 31, 1991, p. ES-
7, p. 2-7, Table 4-6.

Loads Assessment Summary Report, Oct 31, 1991, p. 27,
Tablc 412 -

Dmft Annual Monitorin chorl 1994-95 for Alameda
Countywide Cleun Watcr Program, March 1996, p. 3-24.

. RFI Phase 1 Progress Report 11/54 Environmental

Restorution Program, Lawrence Berkeley Labs,

\lfmm!-mrl Mnanitaring hyt Valunteers FY QAQSPilnt Stuly
p. 3-7.

Watcrshed Momtmng by Oxygchduntccrs l’-‘{ 94-95 Pilot
Study, p. 3-7. ~

Loads Asscssment Summary chort. Oct. 31, 1991, p. 2-8,
Table 4-12.

Loads Asscssment Summary chon, Oct. 31, 1991, p. 2-8
Table 4-12. .

. Loads Assessmcnt Summary Report, Oct. 31, 1991, ES-7,; \

p. 2-8, Table 4-6.

. Loads Assessment Summary R:pon, Oct. 31, 1991, p. 2-8,

Table 4-12.Contra Costa County

Marsh Creek Watershed 1995 Mercury Assessment Pro_;ect,
Final Report, March 1996, p. 63..

Reglonal Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substnnces 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

Contra Costa Clcan Water ngmm FY 1995-96 Momwnng
Report, Sepl. 1, 1956, Tablc 3.2-1.

Contra Costa Clcan Watcr Program FY 1995-96 Monitoring
Report, Scpt. 1, 1996, p. 4, Table 3.2-20.
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-

Walnut Creek

Adobe Creek

" Diazinon

Dioxin
1ead

Mercury

Chlorpyrifos

Copper

Diadnon

Dioxin

Zinc

. Report, Sept. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-1
-Contra Costa Clean Water Program FY 1995-96 Monitoring

Contra Costa Clean Water Program FY 1995-96 Monitoring
Report, Sept. 1, 1996, p. 4, Table 3.2-20.

Survey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins in the San

_ Francasco Bay Arca, Feb. 1997, p. 4, Table 2.

Contra Costa Clean Water Pro
Report, Sept. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-2.

Contra Costa Clean Water Program FY 1995-96 Monitoring
Report, Sept. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-7.

FY 1995-96 Monitoring

FY 1995-96 Monitoring

Contra Costa Clcan Water Pro
Report, Sept. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-3,
Contra Costa Clean Water FY 1995-96 Monitoring

Report, Sept. 1, 1996, p. 4, Table 3.2-26,
Contra Costa Clean Water prosgmm FY 199556 Monitoring|
e3.2-1. .ng

.
R
]

Report, Sept. 1, 1996, p. 4, Table 3.2-20.

Survey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins in the San
Francisco Bay Area, Feb. 1997, p. 4, Table 2.

 Conlra Costa Clesn Water Program FY 1995-96 Monitoring

Report, Scpt. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-2.

Contra Costa Clean Water Pro

FY 1995-96 Monitoring
Report, Sept. 1, 1996, Table 3.2-7.

Data from City of Palo Alto Envirnmental Compliance
Division, p. 5.

. Datafrom Ci;y of Palo Alto Environmental Cmnpliaﬂcc

Division, p.

- Datafrom Cl? of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance

Division, p. 5.

* Data from Ci?'of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Po . .

Division,

Data from Cig' of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance ) :
Division, p. 5. ‘ S
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Artesian Slough

Barron ka

© Bear Crock

Calabazas Creck

Coyote Creek

Capper Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. 1, Aug. 30,

| 1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Mercury Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug. 30
1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Nickel Evaluation of Nine Mctals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Chromium | Data from City of Palo Environmental Compliance Division,"

. p. 4.

Copper Data from City of Palo Envxrauncmal Compliance Division,
p. 4.

Lead Dam from City of Palo Envlronmcmn! Ccmpllanec Division,

P4 .
Mercury Dala from City of Palo Enviroamental Oomphancc Division,
Zinc Da‘t‘a from City of Palo Environmental Compliance Division,
' . p.4 :

Chlorpyrifos Data from City of Palo Alto Eavironmental Compliance
Division, p. 1.

Copper Data from City of Palo Alto Environmental Cmnphanc.c
Division, p. 1.

Diazinon Data from Caly of Palo Allo Environmentul Comphance
Division, p. 1

Mercury Data from City of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Division, p. 1.

Zinc Data from City of Palo Alto Eavironmental Compliance
Division, p. 1

‘ Copper Evaluation of Nine Melals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug 30, ‘

1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B.

Mercury Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concem Vol. II Aug 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B.

Nickel Evaluation of Nine Mctals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B.

Anthracene Regional Momtorm§ Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.
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: Gmdaiupe River

Benzo(a)pyrene

Dieldrin

s

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)

pyrenc
Lead

. Merewry

- Nickel

.- PAH's

PCBs

ppDDD

" ppDDE.

Copper
Dioxin

Nickel

" Annual Report, Table 13,

Regional Monitorin for Trace Substances, 1995

. Annudl Report, Table 13.

Regional Momtonn for Trace Substances, 1995 -

LR 7 £3 A RN |

" Evaluation of Ninc Metals of Concern Vdl. i, Aug, 30,
- 1996, Figs. 1-2, Appendix B; Regional Monitoring Pro

for Trace Substunces, 1995 Annual Report, Table 13,
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Tabie 13.

Regional Monitoring Progrum for Tracc Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13. i .

Regional Momtorm§ Pt;gmm for Trace Substanccs, 1995
el '

.- Annual Report, Tab.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995 1

Annual Report, Tabie 13.

Evaluation of Ninc Metals of Concern V. 11, Aug. 30,

- 1996, Figs. 1-2, Appendix B; Regional Monitoring Program
. for Tracc Substances, 1995 Annual Report, Table  13.

Evaluation of Ninc Mctals of Concern Vo, 11, Aug. 30,
1996, Figs. 1-2, Appendix B; Regional Monitoring Program
for Trace Substances, 1995 Annual Report, Tuble 13,

Regional Monitorin Plr3ogmm for Truce Substances, 1995

. Annual Report, Table
* Regional Monitorin§ Program for Truce Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13, -

Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concemn Vol. 11, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B. _

Survey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins it; the San
Francisco Bay Arey, Feb. 1997, p. 4, Table 2. \

Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug. 30, i
1996, Fig. 2, Appendix B,

5
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* Guadalupe Slough . Chromium Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concer Val. 11, Aug. 30,
. . 1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Copper ~ Evaluation of Nine Mctals of Concern Val. I1, Aug, 30
. 1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B. E
Lead ' Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. II, Aug. 30,
- ImeTe T toomdiel
Mercury - Evaluation of Ninc Metals of Concemn Vol. 1 Aug 30,
’ ) 1996, Fig. J, Appendix B.
Nickd . Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. II, Aug 30,
' . - 1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B. .
Matadero Creck Cadmium Data (rom City of Palo Alto Envirmmenul Compliance k
" Division, p. 3.
Chlorpyrifos . Coyote Creek Riparian Station Report, Jan. 21, 1997, p. 3
L o §°3Vcs: Valley C{:’:mwnues 1996-97 Annual
Report. .
- Chromium - Data from City of Palo Alto Envmmmcmal Compliance
: . Division, p. 3.
Copper Data from Cuy of Palo Alto Environmental Cmnphance
. Division, p3 )
Diazinon Coyotc Crock Riparian Station Report, Jan. 21, 1997, p. 3
in VyVest Valley Cgtanﬂmmuues 1996-97 Annual
Report.
Lead - - Datafrom City of Palo Alto Environmentat Compliance
. Dmsmn, p-3.
Mercury Data from City of Palo Alto Envxmnmen\al Comlencc
Co Division, p. 3. - . i
‘Zinc " Daafrom City of Palo Alto Enviroimental Compliance
. . - Division, p. 3. :
Mov'ay Slough Copper Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vo, 11, Au 30
_ . 1996 Fig 1, AppendixB B &
l1ead | ‘Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. 11, Aug. 30, \
S 1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B. 1
Mercury - Evaluation of Ninc Metals of Concern Vol. 1f, Aug. 30,

1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.
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Redwood Creek

San Francisquito
Creek

. Saratoga Creek

" ‘West Union Creek

Napa River

Nickel
PAHs
PCBs .
Chlorpyrifos
Chroniium

Copper

. Coliform

Chlorpyrifos

. Diazinon

Caopper
Dioxin

Nickel

—03556 2

Evaluation of Ninc Metals of Concern val. 11, Aug. 30,
1996, Fig. 1, Appendix B.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report. Table 13, .

Regional Moni tmn§ Progmn for Trace Substancm 1995

. Annual Report, Tab

ote Creck Riparian Station Report, Jan. 21, 1957, p. 3
w Valiey Communitics 1996-97 Annual :

Data from Cny of Palo Alto Envxmnmema! Compliance

‘Division, p
* Data from City of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance

Division, p. 2.

- Coyote Creek Riparian Station ggonlan 21,1997 p. 3in

West Valley Commumucs 19596-97 Annual chon.

Data from City of Paio Alto Environmental Compliance
Division, p. 2.

Data from Cn;y of Pulo Alto Environmental Compliance
Division,

Data from City of Palo Alto Environmental Compliance
Division, p. 2.

Utban Creek Assessment Project data; Fricnds of Santa

gara County Creeks data; Ba)Kecpcr data; Clty of Saratoga
ta

Data from Clty of Palo Alto Environmental Comphance
Division, p. 1. -

Data from City of Palo Alto Environmental Cmnplmncc
Division, p. 1.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substanou. 1995
Annual Report, Tubfc 13

urvey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins in the San
soo Bay Area, Feb. 1997, p. 4, Table 2.

Regional Monitorin Program forTraoc Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.
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Regional Monitorin Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

. Regional Monitaring Program for Trace Substances. 1995

Annual Report, Tubie 13,

Regional Momtonnf
Annua! Report, Table 13.

Re onal Monitoring Program for Trace Substanccs, 1995
Anﬂml Report, Tabie 13.

" Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Momtonnf ngwn for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Tab '

Regional Momlonnf Program for Trace Substmm, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Monitorin ngram for Trace Subslancw 1995

_ Annual Report, Tabie 13.

Regional Monitorin Progmn for Trace Substances, 1995
Annua] Report, Tab?e 13.

Regi ional Monitorin fPtogmm for Tracc Substances, 1995
Annua! Report, Tab

Regional Momtonng Program for Tm:e Substancw 1995
Annual Report, Tablc 13.

Regional Momtonnf Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Tab) :

chional Monitori
Annual Report, Table 13,

'Reglonal Monitoring Program forTrace Substances, 1995 )

Annual Report, Table 13.

Regxona! Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13,

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substnnces 1995
Annual Report, Taﬁ

Regionu} Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annuul Report, Table 13. :
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San Francieco Bay
San Francisco Bay - Generally

Dioxin
PCBs
Exotic Species

Lead

Nickel
Cadmium
Chlordanes
 Dicldrin
- Sclenium

Lower South Bay  Cadmium

Contaminant Levels in Tish Tissue from San Francisco Bay,
Final Report, June 1995, p. iv, Table 5.

Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and ation Dynamics
of Harbor Seals in San Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Oct. 10,
1995,p. vi-vii; Contaminant Levels in Fish Tissuc San

'Francisco Bay, Final Report, Junc 1995, p. iii.

Nonindigcnous Aquatic Species in a United States Estuary:
A Case gmdy of t%ucagiolc?g.lgal Invasions of the San .
Francisco Bay and Delta, Dec. 1995, pga. i, 188, 196-97.

Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population Dynamics |
of Harbor Sealy in San Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Final &

. Report, Oct. 10, 1995, p. vii, Fig. 19.

Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population Dynamics
of Harbor Scals in San Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Oct., 10,
1995, p. vil, Fig. 20; Contaminant Levels in Fish Tissue

~ from San Francisco Bay, Final Report, Junc 1995, pgs. iii-

iv, Table 5. X

' “Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population Dynamics

of Harbor Scals in San Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Oct. 10,

1998, p. viii, Fig. 21.

Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and lation Dynamics
of Harbor Seals in Sun Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Ocl. 10,
1995, p. vii, Fig. 17. -

~ Contaminant Levels in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay, -
- Final Report, June 1995, p. iv, Tuble 5. ‘

Contaminant Levels in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay,

_Final Report, Junc 1995, p. iv, Table 5.

Contaminunt Levels in Fish Tissuc from San Francisco Bay,
Final Report, June 1995, p. iv, Tablc S. '

Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population Dynamics
of Harbor Scals in San Francisco Bay 1989-1992, Oct. 10,
1993, p. viii, Fig. 22. -

Evaluation of Nine Metals of Concern Vol. II, Aug. 1996, '
Fig. 2, Appendix B, o
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South San Francisco Bay

* San Pablo Bay

¢ _Gﬁiyly éay

Honker Bay

Mare Island Strait/
Austin Creck

Sacramento River

Sclenium
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Epoxide
Nickel
PAHs
PCBs

ppODE

Heptachlor

Epoxide

" Mercury

Nickel

PCBs

QOpper

- Coliform

Diddrin |

PCBs

~ Regional Monitorin

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Figures 18-19

Regional Monitoring ngmm for Trace Substances, 199‘5
Annual Report, Figm-es 18-19.

Regional Momitoring Program for Trace Substancm 1995
Annual chort. Table 13,

" Regional Monitorin megmm for Trace Substanm,.l995

Armual Report, Table 13

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Subutanea 1995
Annual Report, Tablc 13.

chronal Monitorin, Prognm furTracc Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Tablc 13.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Subsmnccs, 1995
Annual Report, Table 13.

Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Tabic 13.

Annual chort,'l' ¢ 13,

Regional Monitori for Trace Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Tablc 13,

Regional Monitorin ngram for Trace Substanm, 1995
Annuul Report, T

- Regional Monitori Program for Trace Substances, 1995

Annual Report, Table 13.

~ Regional Monitorinf Program for Trace Substaum 1995

Annual Report, Tab

Self-Monitoring Reports of the Vallejo Sanitaﬁm Dtstrlct -
wet weather overflows at Sears Point Pump Station

chxonal Monitoring Program for Trace Substances, 1995
Annual Report, Tabie 13.

Regional Monitorin Progmm for Trace Substanm 1995
Annual Report, T .

10

D—035565

Program for Trace Substances, 1995 -

D-035566



i
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\

e jonal Monitoring Epoxxchmgram for Trace Subsumcw"
Annual Report, Table 13.
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. 'Re: : 'I‘he 1998 Water Quahty Assemnent of the 303(d) List of Impalred Water '
.o Bodies for the San FranciscoBay Region Comments of CBE Lt
. .D“!'MSBarsamlan 5 . ,:“ T Cte
- CBE urges you to include dxoxm and PCBs as amgh pnonty in your “303(d)” Pnonty List.
- This action will aid urgently needed pollution prevention plans for the Reglon, and ample

" evidence demonstrates that severe pollution threats to public health and aquatic life from o
','cﬁoxm and PCBs is a top pnonty for actxon to protect and testore pnoeless Bay An:a waters ol

' '."': ¥ Dloxm exeeeds water quahty standards by hundreds of times in su'eams and in massive:
* " - storm water runoff discharges to San Francisco Bay. onxm exmds effluent limits in wide- .-
spread ongoing waste water discharges to the Bay.- PCBs releases are ongoing as well, and
_ . . 3 inajor portion of all PCBs used in the watersbed still threatens to leak from aging trans= . ..
R '.formers and capacitors. Aquauc hfe are contammated by dloxm and PCBs. and evxdence e e T
- 17 strongly suggests fish and wildlife are harmed by thes¢ cumulative, extremicly toxic com- - N
... ¢ pounds. A health advisory demonstrates harin to fishing use of all Bay waters. Subsxstenee
S fishers — most people of color — who exercise their rights to fish our Bay for food are STl e T
. exposed to these toxics at levels 50 times greater than this health waming advises is “safe” - ~'.. . .
"~ = for childhobd.neurdtoxicity, and face caiicer nsks 100-1,000 times.greater than thos¢ .. =~ .- -- . -
' - Cahforma has ‘eonsxdered acceptable xn the past. Thxs pollutxon is ;msolved and ongomg oo

'We look forward to workmg thh ‘the Board on soltmons to these hxgh pnonty polluuon
o problems CBE plans to tommént on the issue of how to “afford better water quality ] pro- -
SR ” tection‘than.existing local reqmrements for waterqualxgr-based effluent limitations ‘and Bést
* ../ + Management Practices” that is mentioned in the Staff Report.” We hope for a chance to dis--

. cuss these issues in a meeting with Board stxffbeforethe February 18, 1998Board hemng - -,
S '.’.'lhankyouforyouranenmntoourrequestsonthxsurgentmatter ‘. RO S

FY

SemorSclenust '-- SO '.j_‘.:f.--' R T T AR

Enclosures Comments of CBE thh seven attachnients descnbed therem
A X Interested agenexes and mdmdua!s '

T L 500 Howard Street Sulte 506 +'San Franclsco, CA 94105 (4i5) 24’3'.é3773 -

In Southem Calzfomw 605 Ww. 'Olymple Bivd,, Smte 850 ¢  Los Angeles, CA 90015 . (213) 486-5114
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Commcnts of CBE
Page two

" L Introduction.
Thank you for the opportnmty to comment on the Regional Board’s proposcd “1998 o
Water Quality Asscssment of the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies for the San
Francisco Bay Region” (the “Priority List”). These comments are submitted on behalf of
Communities for a Better Envimnmcnt (CBE). CBE is a multiracial environmental health -
and Jusncc organization that works to protect and i improve public health and the environment.

‘Thousands of CBE‘s members resxde in the San Francisco Bay Ama and have a duect
-interest in the use and protection of San Francisco Bay, the environment, and public health.
For example, our SAFER project works with low income residents who fish the Bay for
recmauon and subsistence. We are wta]ly concerned that the chmnal Board set forth
" appropriate priorities for water quality action and protecnon s

" ‘The evidence introduced into'the,récord with these comments demonstrates that dioxin!
and PCBs must be included in an appropriate Priority List for San Francisco Bay. Dioxin
levels that violate narrative standards in Bay Area streams should also be included in the
Priority List. These comments are focused upon our urgent request that the Regional Board
include dioxin and PCBs on the Priority List.as a high pnonty probletn in these waters.

‘We believe this evidence sht>ws that the severe pollution problems associated with
dioxin-like chemicals in these waters require top priority attention by the Regional Board
. ahd others. We intend to provide additional evidence which will further support our request
. that dioxin and PCBs should be listed s a top priority for action by the Regional Board.

ﬁshmg_us:s_a&thmatsngd Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act states that:

“Each State shall identify those waters within its boundanes for whxch the eﬂ'luent lum-
tations required by section 1311(b)(1)(A) and section 1311(b)(1)(B) of this title are not

stringent enough to implemcnt any water qualxty standard apphcable to such waters.”
-§1313(d)(IXA). X

Federal regulauons also require that the Reg:onal Board “shall xdcnnfy ‘waters where
these effluent limitations and other pollution controls and best management practices “are
' not stringent enough to implemient any water quality standards (WQS) applicable to such

waters.” 40 CFR 130.7(b)(1). These applicable water quality standards include “numeric
criteria, narrative criteria, waterbody uses, and antidegradation requirements. " 40 CFR
130.7(b)(3). Fish consumption advisories, impairment of fishing uses, and pollutant levels
"which violate narrative standards must be considered by the Regional Board.

T Dioxin, as used here, refers to all of the dibenzo-para-dioxin, dibenzofuran, and PCBs compounds that
exhibit dioxin-like toxicity, or any subset of them. At a minimum there are 28 of these compounds.

D—0355609
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As shown below, applicable water quality standards are pot implemented due to dioxin
and PCBs levels which violate narrative standards and impair or threaten fishing and aquatic
life in South Bay, Lower Bay, Central Bay, Richardson Bay, San Pablo Bay, Carqumez i

. Strait, Suisun Bay, the Delta, arid surface water streams Region-wide.

. In addmon to xdenufymg threatened and mpmred waters, the Pnonty Llst “shall identi-
fy the pollutants causing or expected to cause violations of the apphcab_le water quality stan-

dards.” 40 CFR 130.7(b)(4). Thus, in establishing the Priority List, the Regional Board
must identify dioxin and PCBs where waters do not achieve standards because these pollu-

. tants violate narrative water quality criteria or ihrea;en or impair fishing or aquatic life:

Dioxin should be included in the Priority List for South Bay, Lower Bay, Central Bay,
- Richardson Bay, San Pablo Bay, Carquinez Strait, Suisun Bay, the Delta, and surface water
streams throughout the Region. PCBs should be included in the Priority List for South Bay, '

Lower Bay, Central Bay, Richardson Bay, San Pablo liay, Carquinez Strait, Suisun Bay, and

- the Delta. As shown below, applicable _Watcr quality standards are not met for these pollu-

tants in these waters.”

.Federal regulations require that the Regional Board “shall assemble and evaluate all
existing and readily available water qual.ity-related data and information to deirelop" the
Priority List. Ata minimum this includes “[w]aters for which water quality problems have

. _been reported by local, state, or federal agencles, members of the public; or academic insti-

tutions”™ as well as other information. 40 CFR 103 J0X5). The following evidence demon-

.. strates that dioxin and PCBs threaten and impair aquatic and ﬁshmg uses. 'nns informauon
is readxly avaxlable to the Regional Board as shown below. :

A. Dioxin measurements which show violations of namtive watér quality stan-
dards in streams earrying storm water runoff, and Bay discharges in excess of water
qualxty—based effluent limit values, are readily available to the Regional Board. Indeed,
the February, 1997 “Survey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins in the San Francisco Bay
Area”™ was prepared by the Regional Board, and discharger self monitoring reports showing
dioxin violations are in Board files. These data are excerpted in Attachment 1.

"D—035570
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The Regional Board runoff study confirms the presence of dioxin - dioxins and furans

— in recently sampled storm water runoff throughout the Bay Area. Thirty six analyses
(including 5 duplicates) are expressed as international toxicity equivalence (or TEQ, used by
the World Health Organization, USEPA and Regional Board compliance monitoring to.
express the additive toxicity of 17 dioxin and furan compounds) in Table 2 of the report.
Thirty five of these analyses (97 percent) exceeded the water quality standard criterion value
applied by the State in 1991 and proposed by EPA in the California Toxics Rule (0.014
pg/L). These measurements actually underestimate dioxin levels in the sunoff, since the
study method used assumed that undetected dioxin compounds were at a level of zero.

" Atleast 16 of the samples measured seven streams spanning the Bay Arcanorth to -
south. Attachment 1 lists measuremerits of the Napa vaer, Laurel Creek, Walnut Creck,
. Rheem Creek, Castro Valley Creek, the Guadalupe River, and Sunnyvale East Channel.
Dioxin TEQ exceeds 0.014 pg/L in all of these samples. Eleven of these stream samples
(69%) exceed this criteria value by more than 70 times. Eight of these strcam samples
(50%) cxcccd the criteria value by more than 350 times.

Conccntrauons of dioxin compounds exceed water quality-based criteria in streams
throughout the Bay Area. Narrative water quality standards are not attained because of
dxoxm in these streams. These streams must be listed for dioxin in the Pnonty List.

In addition, dxoxm has been measured at levels which exceed the 0.14 pg/L TEQ valuc
applied as an effluent limit in at least 27 samples of treated waste water discharges to the
. Bay. These discharges in excess of water quality-based limits were reported from at least
three ol refineries discharging to Suisun Bay and San Pablo Bay, and at least five sewage
treatment plants _dfsghg;gipg to the Bay's central and southern mches (See Attachment 1.)

B, Dioxin and PCBs measurements that indicate fish contamination which violates -

_narrative standards, impairs fishing, and threatens public health are readily available

to the Regional Board. An excerpt from the Board’s own June 1995 report “Contaminant

Levels in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay™ is included as Attachment 2. This study

" shows that PCBs exceed levels of concern for human consumption in 100 percent of 66 fish .

tissue samples from across the Bay. It found that dioxin exceeds levels of concern in 84%
of 19 fish tissue samples from around the Bay. . Narrative water quality standards prohibit
pollutant accumulations in fish that threaten or harm public health when the fish are con-
sumed. This pollution threat to public health impairs ﬁshing and does not attain these stan-
dards. PCBs and Dioxin should thus be included in the Priority List for Bay waters.

- -
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C. Bay dioxin and PCBs problems reported by the State Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment in a Health Advisory further confirm that dioxin and PCBs
impair fishing uses and violate water quality standards. The Health Advisory is based

- on the Regional Boards fish tissue study data, was issued when the Regional Board released

the draft fish tissue study report, and is included as Attachment 3.

This Health Advisory says that people should “limit their consumption of San
Francisco Bay sport fish” in order to “protect thcmselves from potential adverse effects

caused by the levels of the chermcals found in ﬁsh by the [Regional Board’s] study M | S
states further that its: ' S :

“{Aldvice is bcmg 1ssued duc to health concerns bascd on exposure to sport fish from

the bay contaminated with methylmercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins,

and pesticides.. . ..The principle effects of concern (from long-term consumption of
fish) are possible neurotoxicity to developing fetuses, infants, and small children (e.g.,
impaired mental and motor development), mainly associated with excessive methylmer-
. - cury or PCBs exposure, and potential increased risks for cancer due to exposure to PCBs,
' dxoxms, and the pesticides.”  Sec Attachment 3.

A hcalth waming over eating the fish peoplé catch in the Bay. dcmonstrates that use of

the Bay for fishing i is impaired. Either people eat the fish despite the restrictive advice and - .
) :uffer from worry or potential health problems, or people restrict their fishing directly. In

both cases, fishing use of the Bay is 1mpaxred. Water quality standards that protect fishing

~* and public health are not met throughout San Francisco Bay because of PCBs and dioxin.

Therefore, these pollutants must be a high pnpnty in the Priority List for all Bay waters.

D. Fish consumption data collected by CBE aﬁd others and provid;d to the
Regional Board in Attachment 4 demonstrate a severe public health threat from dioxin

and PCBs contamination of fish Bay-wide. This evidence demonstrates that many people '

cat large amounts of Bay fish, up to an average of one pound per day. Bay anglers,and .

" especially those who eat the most Bay fish, are predominantly low income people and peo- -

ple of color ﬁshing to supplement their family’s dxet. The Health Advisory in Attachment 3’

recomménds that women of child-bearing age should eat no more than one eight ounce meal

of Bay fish per month. People who eat a pound a day are exposed to dioxin- and PCBs-
tamted fish at more than 50 times thc rwommendcd level. Thisis a high pnonty pmblem.

E. 'I’wo papers published in the peer-reviewed sdentiﬁc literature indiute that -
harm to aquatic life in San Francisco Bay is associated with PCBs. This water quality

problem was ieportéd in the journal Marine Biology by academic researchers associated
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with the University of California, Livermore. The two scientific papers are included as’
- Attachment 5. These papers link PCB to a biochemical “marker” of toxicity (aryl hydro-
" carbon Bydmxylase) and reduced reproduction in starry flounder from the Bay. They pro-
vide strong evidence that PCBSs in the Bay affect reproduction of fish advetsely Thus,
PCBs harm or at least threaten Bay aquatxc life. Therefore, the Bay does not meet water
.quality standards that assure protection of aquatic life because of PCBs PCBs must be
included in the Priority List of Bay waters. T )

F. PCBs analysis of harbor seal blood provides further evidence that i’CBs,pose a

serious threat to aquatic life. The report “Toxic Pollutants, Health Indices, and Population ‘

Dynamlcs of Harbor Seals in San Francisco Bay, 1989-1992" is based on research by scxen-
tists associated with Moss Landing Marine Laboratorics. An excerpt of the report includmg

PCBs data and analysis is included in Attachment 6. A carefully described analysxs by these .
researchers found that: “PCB residues in San Francisco Bay seal blood is greater than twice
(2.7x’s) as hxgh as residue levels assocxated with reproductive and immunological dxsorders .

in Wadden Sea harbor seals.” San Francisco Bay does not attain water quality standards
protecting aquatic life from PCBs, including’a high priority protécted marine mammal.

VQ 1 " “u;‘lzcﬂ o l. ial thre “..-.
N M l 1!‘ 1 Io l.ﬁ l' l ] l ll 3 I I I ]l It !

The January 7, 1998 Staff Report on the proposed Priority List (the “Staff Repon")
suggests that some water quality problems need not be listed because they “have already .

been addressed by local regulatory programs.” It further suggests that other water quality o

problems need not be included in the Priority List because “current data suggest these levels
- [of pollution] are due to historic and not ongoing discharges.” However, even if these situa-
- tions were valid reasons for failure to list an existing pollution problem, neither situation
. applies here. In fact, ongoing dioxin and PCBs discharge isa high priority problem.

A. Ongolng releases to Bay Area streams and to the Bay demonstrate a continuing
threat from dioxin pollution which has not been addressed by technology-based effiu-
ent limits and other existing requirements. The Regional Board evidence excerpted i in
Attachment 1 proves wxdespread recent dioxin releases to creeks and massive runoff dis-
charges to the Bay at levels yvhxch dwarf water quality standards criteria values. Half of

-these stream samples exceeded these values by hundreds of times, as discussed above.
Further, discharger monitoring given to the Board shows widespread recurrent dioxin levels
in treated waste water releases to the Bay from major dxschargets. includmg oil refineries
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- and sewage treatment plants, that exceed watcr quality-based efﬂucnt limits on dxoxm.

Widcspread ongoing dioxin mlcases above standards and effluent limit values dlsprove
"any claim that dioxin pollution of these waters has “already been addressed” or is due solely
to “historic and not ongoing discharges.” The rationale i in the Staﬁ' chort cannot properly
be uscd to exclude dioxin from the Pnonty List. '

B Present PCBs sources and ongoing PCBs releases to the Bay demonstrate a con-

tinuing threat to water which has not been addressed by technology-based effluent lim-
its and other existing requirements. ‘Attachment 7 provides evidence ‘of continuing PCBs
release to the the environment and to San Franctsco Bay. Ongoing PCBs releases to the -
Bay (indirectly through runoff) are confirmed from the LE.S. incinerator by 1996 stack
measurements made after new emissions control technology was installed. (See Harding

Lawson, 1996. Excerpt in Attachment 7.) Ongoing PCBs releases in treated sewage efflu-

ent dxscharged dxrectly to thc Bay are conﬁrmcd as wcll (See theEIPxeport. page 6. )

The EIP report also makes the cnncally unponant point that Spms and leaks from old

' electncal equipment can still put significant amounts of PCBs into the Bay. Appronmately
650,000 metric tons of PCBs were produced in the U.S. (See page 3 of Webster and
Commoner, 1992. ) An Air Resources Board report esnmated that in 1980, PCBs in-use in
capacitors and transformers would take 20 years and 40 ycars t phase out of service,
respectively. Consistent with this estimate, the EIP report estimated that by 1982, only 11%

of PCBs produped had entered the environment. By 1992, Webster and Commoner estimat-

ed that this fraction had grown to only 20-30% of PCBs produced. (See Attachment 7.)

PCBs are still put into the Bay through stack emissions, runoff and treated waste water "
discharges. Further, a major portion of all the PCBs ever used in the Bay s watershed arein .

aging electrical equipment that threatens to leak. and certainly has not “been addressed by
local regulatory programs™ which have not identified and contained them. The problem is
~ not fixed or in the past:- PCBs releases pose high priority water quality threats now.

C. Past pollution increases the need to stop dioxin and PCBs pollution now

" because it exacerbates the effects of ongoing pollution. Far from excusing exclusion of

pollutants from the Priority List, PCBs pollution aiready in the Bay’s food chain increases

thc need prcvent ongoing PCBs and dioxin pollution. As Dr. William Farlandand Dr.

Armold Schecter testified at the Regional Board's May 7, 1997 dioxin workshop, the over-

whelming burden of evidence for the best-studied group of toxins to day indicates that the’
toxicity of the dxoxm-hke PCBs and other dioxins and furans is additive.
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Thus, when the PCBs and dioxin/furan TEQ calculations, which are presented scparate-

ly for the fish tests in Attachment 2, are added, the fotal dioxin-like toxxctty is far greater

" than it is for dioxins and furans alone. A recent USEPA analysis of this issue was included . -
" with the proposed California Toxxcs Rule, which is readily available to the Regional Board,
was cited in the Staff Report, and is included in Attachment 7. This EPA analysis found that -
exposure to PCBs nnd dioxin from moderately high consumpuon of San Pranctsoo Bay fish -

(about one-fourth of a pound per day) poses an incremental cancer risk of nearly 1-in-1,000.
This risk level is 100-1,000 times greater than California has considered “acceptable” in the
past. This evidence of cumulative effects further demonstrates that dioxin and PCBs are a

top priority for Regional Board action to protect water quality and public health.

VL Conclusion. -
Pursuant to federal law and regulauons, the “303(d)” Priority List ptoposed bere by the
. Regional Board must identify all waters in the Region that do not achieve water quality -
" standards after technology-based effluent limitations and other exxstmg controls are in plaoe
. as well as the pollutants that v:olate or are expected to v:olate these standards

Although technology-based limits and other controls are in plaee, ongomg dioxin and
PCBs poliution poses serious and substantial threats to aquatic life and public health.

Further, waters throughout San Francisco Bay do not achieve applicable standards because '

dioxin and PCBs impair fishing and threaten public health and aquatic life, and all streams
sampled Region-wide are oontammated thh dtoxm at levels far above water qualxty criteria.

. Thus, the “303(d)" Pnonty Lxst must include dtoxm and PCBs vxolatmg water quahty
standards in the Delta, Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Central Bay.
Richardson Bay, Lower Bay, and South Bay. In addition, the Priority List must mclude

streams throughout the Regton and include dioxin vxolaung water quality standards in these .

streams. These hsungs ate needed to assure timely, orderly and appmpmte planning and
actions to protect and restore these waters.

" Therefore, CBE strongly urges and tequests that the Regionzl Board: ll add dioxin and
'PCBs to the Priority List for all Bay waters as set forth above; 2) add streams in the Region

to the Priority List for dioxin problems as set forth above, and 3) list dioxin compounds and
PCB:s as high priorities for action. . .
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 LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
1. RWQCB, 1997. Survey of Storm Water Runoff for Dioxins in the San Francisco Bay -

Area. (Excerpt); and a summary of selected dioxin measurements of treated waste water
discharges t‘rom various discharger self momtonng tcports subxmttcd to the Regxonal Board.

2. RWQCB, SWRCB and CDFG 1995. Contammant Levcls in Fish Tissue from San - -

3. OEHHA, 1994. Hea]th Advisory on Catchmg and Eatmg Fish, Interim Sport Fish °

: Adv;sory for San Francisco Bay.

4. Previously unpublished data from a°'1993-4 survey of 500 anglers using Southand -
Central San Francisco Bay by Communities for a Better Environment-SAFER!; Save San

'Francisco Bay Association, 1995 (excerpt); West, 1992; West et al., 1992; Petcrson etal,

1994; and USEPA, 1994 (excerpt of a draft report discussing and citing work by EPA, Wolfe

"and Walkcr (1987), Svcnsson (1991) and others. Includes analysis of the evxdcnce

5. Spies et al.,, 1988. Effects of organic contaminants on reproduction of the starry flounder
Platichthys stellatus in San Francisco Bay, L. Hepatic contamination and mixed-function
oxidase (MFO) activity during the reproductive season. Marine Biology 98: 181-189; and

- Spies and Rice, 1988. Effects of organic contaminants on reproduction of the starry floun-

der Platichthys stellatus in San Francisco Bay, II. Reproductive success of fish captured in
San Francxsco Bay and spawncd in the laboratory Marine Biology 98: 191-200

6. Kopec and Harvey. 1995. Toxxc Pollutants, Health Indxccs, and Population Dynamxcs of
Harbor Seals i in San Francisco Bay, 1989-1992. Moss Landing Marine Laboratories
Techmcal Pubhcatxon 96-4 ISSN 1088-2413. October, 1995 ‘(Excerpt)

7. Hardmg Lawson Associates, 1996. Risk Analysxs Report: Medical waste incinerators
(Units S-5 and S-6) Integrated Environmental Systems, Inc., Oakland, California. Prepared
for submission to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Excerpt including evi-
dence of PCBs emissions); EIP Associates, 1997, Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) Source
Identification. Prepared for the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (Excerpt
including evidence of PCBs release to the Bay and sources of these PCBs); Webster and
Commoner, 1994, Overview - The Dioxin Debate. (Chapter 1 of Dioxins and Health,
Amold Schecter, Ed.) Plenum Press; State of California Air Resources Board, 1980.
Disposal of Polychlorinated Biphenyls in California (Excerpt including estimates of the vol-
ume of PCBs and their service life in electrical equipment after the 1979 ban.); and USEPA,
1997. Economic Analysis of the Proposed California Toxxcs Rule. Office of Water. EPA-
823-R-97-004 July. 1997 ('Exccrpt.)
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' Natural Resources

efense Council
February 2, 1998 = . 6310 San Vicente Blod., Suite 250
o Los Angeles, CA %0045
*. 213 9346900 -
. Fax 213 9341210
. California Regional Water Qualxty Control Board, - ' o \...REG’ON,Q m
- Region2 o . FEB‘S
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500 - ST Quagy 1998
Oakland, CA 94612 ‘ L : CQVTEOL .
8042

* Re: oposed 1998 CWA Section 30 d Llst /San Francrsco Ba Region.

Dear Mr. Murriley .
. Please accept these additional comments on the 303(d) Liston bchalf of NRDC,
the Santa Monica BayKeeper, and Terry. Tamminen.! We have previously written to
indicate our views on the matter of Section 303(d) and (¢) implementation by your
regional board and the state as a whole, and we incorporate those commeénts contained in
. our November 25, 1997 letter by reference. We do not intend to restate those previous
- comments here but rather set forth additional comments in light of Region 2’s most
recent Section 303(d) List, which was made available in January, 1998.

. gorhgrehehsive lisring of impaired and threatened water bodics requiring TMDLs.

We remain concerned that chxon 2’s proposed 303(d) hst is mot bascd ona
comprehensive assembly and review of information and data on water quality and other
impairments regarding all water bodies in Region 2, as the Clean Water Act and its

_ implementing regulations require. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R._Sectiori 130.7. Indeed, wholly
apart from the Section 303(d) scheme, under Clean Water Act Section 305(b)and
- accompanying regulations, each regional board is to conduct a regional water quality _
assessment (WQA) of all water bodies in its region. However, the Staff Report states . -
explicitly that the proposed 303(d) List is based on an assessment that was primarily . ' -
- focused on Bay segments, with little or no assessment of other water bodies in chron 22.
.. Staff Report, page 1. Given the vast number of potentially applicable streams and rivers
. in the Bay Area, it seems clear that the Reglonal Board has not fully considered available’
data nor fully assessed waters wﬁhm the rcglon, as requxred The vague assurances that

1In connection with these comments, we have also reviewed the materials _accompanymg the proposed
1998 303(d) List including the “Staff Report: Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Priorities for
Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region™ (Staff Report).
Thank you for pro\ndmg a oopy of these matenals Citations in this commcnt Ietter refer to these materials.

? The Staff Report states: “Thxs assessment process began with a review of all readily available water .
quality data - most of which focused on Bay segments...Little or no new data are readily available for other
water bodies in the Regron Staﬁ' Report, page l

mwhw . 40 szoﬂt Strest . 1350 New York Ave, NW, 71 Stevenson Stred
*r Naw York, New York 10011 Washington, DC 20005 San Francisco, CA 94105
212 727-2700 " 202 783-7800 o 415 777-0220
Fax 212 727-1773 . " Far202 783-5917 Fax 415 495-5996
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“we intend to make improved monitoring and assessment a high priority over the next -
two years™ and that “opportunities for improved monitoring and assessment™ will result
" from “existing and planned watershed management efforts™ are no substitute for the
requrred complete assessment of Reglon 2. Staff Report, page 1.

‘We believe that the essenual starting pomt under Sectron 303(d) isto
‘comprehensively survey and review the status of all of Region 2’s water bodies so that
the resulting list, if implemented with the establishment of TMDLs, will address
continuing impairment throughout Region 2. We believe it is incumbent i upon your
reglonal board to undertake such a survey. : ’

Qntena for Listing of Waterbodv/Pollutants.

.,

» Staff has created an overly-restnctrve process of selectmg waterbodylpollutants

for 303(d) listing that bears no relationship to statutory or rcgulatory requirements nor
state or federal guidance. According to the Staff Report, after reviewing available data,
Staff eliminated from consideration water bodies that fall within two general situations:
() “where water quality problems have already been addresssed by local regulatory’
programs, including water quality-based effluent limitations;” and (b) “where there was
insufficient information available to determine if a TMDL process would afford better
water quality protection than existing local requirements.” Staff adds that it will

reconsider” those waterbody/pollutants excluded under this scheme in ongoing

monitoring and assessment and the next revision of the 303(d) list i in 2000. Staﬁ' Report,
page 2. = : .-

Bxclusron under srma.tlon (a) is contrary to law. Section 303(d) and its’
implementing regulations, 40 C.F.R. Section 130.7, require listing of all impaired water
bodies. EPA guidance does indicate that if a control has been instituted that (1) is
enforceable, (2) specific to the pollution/stressor problem, and (3) stringent enough to
lead to attainment of water quality standards within the next two years that listing may
not be necessary. See EPA Guidance for 1994 Section 303(d) Lists, November 26, 1996;
Gurdance for Water Quality-Based Decisions: The TMDL Process (April, 1991). While
this guidance departs from the statute, even it does not go as far as Region 2 would in
- excluding waters from the Section 303(d) list. There is no evidence that any of the “local
- regulatory” efforts cited by staff meet the guidance standard. To the contrary, staff give
. as an example of situation (a) “cooperative” efforts to protect beneficial uses which are

clearly insufficient under the federal gmdance Staﬁ‘ Report at 2

Exclusron under sxtuatron (b) for lack of information is untenable given Region
' 2’3 obligation to conduct comprehensive assessment, as discussed above. Further, there
is no provision in law or any guidance for the so-called “feasibility assessment” that
Region 2 proposes to do before listing a water body for situation (b). Agdin, listing is
related to water body impairment, and nothing else. As if to underscore this point, EPA
guidance requires listing when standards are exceeded due to atmospheric deposition,
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" -unknown sources, and even when standards or criteria are in the process of revision.
_ National Clarifying Guidance for 1998 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listing
- _Decisions. Similarly, Section 303(d) contains no exclusion for waters impaired by
"~ historic (or legacy) activities and the current draft TMDL Federal Advisory Committee
. report affirmatively requires listing for waters wholly or parually 1mpan'ed due to past
acuvmes See draft FACA Report at 48.

. . In short, the curnent Secuon 303(d) hst is ﬂatly conu'ary to law for reasons
- including these .

Maxatmn of TMDLs/schedu]

TMDLs should have been completed by the late 19705 CWA Section 303(d)(2)
Accordingly, TMDLs should be prepared immediately for all listed water bodies. We -
. strongly believe that it is the Board’s obligation to manage its resources and conduct its
.business to ensure that TMDLs are developed quickly and efficiently. Given that TMDLs
were due approxunately twenty years ago, thxs obhgauon is mamfest and long overdue. )

‘'We dispute, with respect to a number of points, the adequacy of the schedule not

‘ only because of our view of the relevant legal requiremenis, but also because the schedule
does not comport with state guidance (that is itself far too lenient) and other federal
regulations. The TMDL schedule fails to make the necessary commitment to TMDL
development because it extends for more than a decade (hardly immediate
implementation) and is, further, oo extensively qualified.? The Staff Report qualifies the
entire TMDL schedule as follows: “Schedules for TMDL development after the first two

. years should be regarded as very tentative.” Staff Report, page 3. We beheve that this
caveat is so Open-ended that 1t effecuvely renders the schedule meamngless

In addmon, we are eoncerned about manner in whxch Staff has xnterpreted state
guxdehnes regarding scheduling levels. According to the Staff Report, Staff has linked
pnonty rankmgs to schedulmg levels such that ngh pnonty 'l‘MDLs are Level 1,

3 We also wish to note that the 303(d) Llst is mcomplete in that the hstmg forSuxsun Marsh Wetlands/Low

B DO showsnoemnesforpnomy,sxzeaﬁ'ected.unnandTMDLstanandenddates. : -

T Accordmg to the State- Sectlon 303(d) Listing Guldelmes, caveats such as the one above are appropnate
only for Level 3 TMDLs, those projected to be completed between five and thirteen years from the present.
Scheduling at Level 2 is for TMDLS “to be initiated over the next five years™ and should be based on )
TMDL activities for which “‘RWQCBs are actively seeking funding support” and/or “funding is reasonably

- likely to become available.” Guidelines, page 5. Thus, the Staff’s general qualification of the entire TMDL "
schedule after the first two years renders the Board’s commitment to Level 2TMDLSs much less reliable

than required by the state guidelines. It is important to note that we do not think that any scheduling .
caveats are warranted or appropriate. Nevertheless, it is relevant that the scheduling at issue is inconsistent
with guxdance issued by the State, even though this guxdanee is far too lenient. As noted above, the duty at
issue is to unmedxately estabhsh all TMDLs, not to do 50 over more than a decade.
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Medium priority Level 2 and Low priority Level 3. Staff has failed to implement key
" aspects of the state guidelines. Firstly, staff redefines scheduling Level 1 as follows:
“[t]hose ranked as “High” are expected to commence within the next two years.” Staff
. Report, page 2. However, state guidelines define Level 1 as “cases where substantial
- work on TMDL development is expected during the next two years.” Guidelines, page §
(emphasis added). Thus, merely “commencing™ a High priority TMDL within two years
runs counter to state guidelines. In any case, the prioritization process must be driven by
. factors other than loglstlcs (see below)

A review of the Board’s TMDL schedulmg over the last two ycars prompts even
greater concern over the credibility of the present TMDL schedule and the Board’s ,
overall commitment to TMDL development. Having consulted the Board’s 1996 303(d)
List and the 1997 WMI, we find that many previous schedules for TMDL development
have slipped. Specifically, in all of the following cases, completion dates for High ,
priority TMDLs were not set in the 1996 303(d) List, were then slated in the 1997 WMI
for the year 2000 and are now postponed until 2003 in the proposed 1998 303(d) List. |

South San Francisco Bay/Metals -
Calero Reservoir/Mercury - -
Guadalupe Reservoir/Mercury
Alamitos Creek/Mercury
Guadalupe Creck/Mercury
Guadalupe River/Mercury
. Napa River/Nutrients, Pathogens, Sﬂtahon .

This record of apparently inconstant efforts and faltering commitment draws into
question the reliability of the proposed 303(d) List. We believe that these proposed :
delays - delays above and beyond previous RWQCB commitments to establish TMDLs
which themselves failed to meet legal reqmrements are sumlarly inconsistent with the
mandate of Section 303(d) :

Qescngtlon of process for lmglementmg the Sectlon 303(d) scheme in 1ts
Qontmumg Planning Process Docmnent. :

, .Section 303(d) and (¢) mplemcntmg regulations provide that each aspect of the
Section 303(d) and (¢) process be “clearly described” in continuing planning documents.

- Unfortunately, we are unable to find any document maintained by the State or your board

which fulfills this requirement. Further, as discussed immediately above regarding the

preparation of TMDLs and the TMDL schedule, the 303(d) List and Staff Report leave

the process for achieving the goals of 303(d) and (¢) ambiguous at best. -

, Iﬁdecd, the Staff Repo;t suggests that the region does not have an overall plan.
For example, the Staff Report does not state when thé WQA and thus, the 303(d) List,
will address the entire region’s water bodies. Staff merely states its intention to improve
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_monitoring and assessment and notes “opportunities for improved monitoring and -
assessment” arising from current and future watershed management efforts. Staff
Report, page 1. No schedule or deadline is provided for completion of the 303(d) process.
nor are the step-by-step process and funding reqmrements discussed.~The role of the
public i is sumlarly mccrtam. A :

The omission of a clear plan for mplementmg Sections 303(d) and (c) is -
significant for many reasons. Absent such information, there is no tool by whxch the
program may be fully mplemented inthe ﬁeld.

" Priori tlzatlo n.

" “The Section 303 (&) List and accompanymg materials do not explain the basis for
the “high,” “medium” and “low™ prioritization contained within the Section 303(d) List.

 We believe that there must be an explanation of the basis for the priority rankings. A’

simple listing of the recommended criteria for pricritization is hardly informative. Also,
Staff’s statement that “[t]he priority ranking, in particular, is based on our existing

" watershed management planning efforts in the San Clara Basin and Napa River
watersheds™ requires clarification. Staff Report, page 3. We further believe that the
factors enumerated by Section 303(d) itself (severity of impairment and water.body

significance) must be dispositive. The Board must act cons1stcnt1y with these
reqmrcments -

- Explanauon is also fequired regarding the lowering of priority rankmgs of -
TMDLs for Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay and Central San Francisco Bay.
Although each of these water bodies was listed as Medium priority for metals in the 1996
303(d) Llst, their 1998 hstmg shows the Selenium TMDLs as Low pnonty

Materials cnclosed wnh 303(d) List.

;- We appreciate the opportumty to comment on Region 2’s 303(d) List before the
Board considers and adopts it. However, the limited disclosure provided by Region 2
undermines the potential benefit of this brief comment period. Because a WQA is the

" - foundation for the 303(d) List, we believe that a copy of any WQA consulted in

developing the 303(d) List should have been included in the materials accompanying the
'303(d) List. Also, where parties have commented upon the draft 303(d) List and the.
attached materials, copies of these comments and the Staf’s responses should accompany
the List.- Given the ultimate goal of remedying all of Region 2’s impaired water bodies
through accurate and effective TMDLS, Staff should strive to inform all interested parties
as fully as possible in order to maximize the quality and produc'avxty of the comment

period.
Sufficiency of 'SIMQLS.
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CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
777 NORTH FIRST STREET, SUITE 450

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95112-8311
TELEPHONE (408) 277-5533

FAX (408) 277-3606

ORNIZ REGIONAL WATER

| FEB - 51998
February 2,1998  QUALTY COnTko; BO ARD

Dr. Thomas Mumley

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500

Oakland, California 94612

RE: City of San Jose Comments on the “1998 Water Quality Assessment of the
303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies for the San Francisco Bay Region™

i)ear Dr. Mumley:

The City of San Jose is submitting these comments on the 1998 Water Quality
Assessment of the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies for the San Francisco Bay

. Region on behalf of the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (Plant),
including the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara and the Plant tributary agencies, and on
behalf of the City itself as a municipal stormwater discharger.

Under terms of the Joint Powers Agreement between the Cities of San Jose and Santa

Clara, San Jose acts as the administering agency for the Plant. The service area for the

- Plant serves approximately 1.25 million residents and 16,000 businesses, including many .

of the leading computer and electronics manufacturers that make up “Silicon Valley.” ‘
The Plant provides wastewater treatment services to the Cities of Milpitas, San Jose and

Santa Clara, West Valley Sanitation District (Cities of Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte

Séreno and Saratoga), Burbank Sanitary District, Cupertino Sanitary District (City of

Cupertino), Sunol Sanitary District, and County Sanitation District No. 2-3.

The City of San Jose is responsible for a storm water collection system that serves almost
900,000 people and drains over 89,000 acres with some 850 miles of storm drain lines,
26,000 storm drain inlets and 600 outfalls. The City operates the system subject to a
NPDES municipal separate storm sewer system permit and waste discharge requirements
issued in August 1995.
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_ While the board is not bemg asked to approve TMDLs, when and if TMDLs are
prepared, it is essential that they comply with the requirements set forth in the Clean

Water Act and its implementing regulations. TMDLs must have a set of constituent parts. s
We believe that any TMDLs prepared must, among other things, provide for enforceable

numeric limitations for nonpoint and point source pollution. By their very definition,

TMDLs include load allocations attributable to both point and nonpoint sources. Nothing

in the Clean Water Act allows stormwater or nonpoint contributions to impaired water
bodxes to be ignored or regulated less strictly than pomt sources.

Thank you for consxdenng these comments Should you have any questlons
. please feel free to contact me at the letter head address and phone number.

A1)

: Verytrulyyours, , S
David S. Beckman
cc:  Mr. Terry Tamminen, Santa Monica BayKeeper

Michael Lozeau, Esq. San Francisco BayKeeper
Steven Fleischli, Esq. . '
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We generally support the approach taken by Regional Board staff in developing the 1998
-303(d) list through a comprehensive water quality assessment process that considers all
readily available water quality information. The City supports the Regional Board’s
intention to improve monitoring and assessment activities to improve the year 2000
waterbody assessment process. In addition, the City agrees that watershed management
and planning efforts currently underway through the Watershed Management Initiative,
provide opportunities for improved monitoring and assessment of South Bay waterbodies.

The City generally supports the Regional Board’s framework and process to determine
water body impairment, but strongly recommends that only specific pollutants or stressors
be listed and not generic classes of pollutants (i.e. metals, pesticides, etc.). To best
achieve water quality goals, the listing process must be based on scientifically and ~
technically sound data. The information and the manner in which it was applied as the
basis of the listing criteria should be well documented to provide a clear administrative
record for each listing. Recent legal decisions based on past 303(d) lists mean that each
listing could have profound implications on water pollution control programs. TMDL
processes required subsequent to a listing dcsxgnanon place a large demand on already
limited regulatory resources.

While the City supports the TMDL process, as evidenced by its voluntary initiation of a
TMDL process in the South Bay segment for copper .and nickel, the effort is resource and
time intensive. Given our experience with the current TMDL effort in the South Bay,
barring an influx of additional resources from sources external to the City, the year 2003
TMDL completion date for all other TMDL's required by this listing process is highly
optu'mstxc and should be reconsidered.

Therefore, the City strongly recommends that the Regional Board re-evaluate its proposed
1998 303(d) listing of “pesticides.” The City does not believe the current body of
scientific evidence is adequate to support a generic pesticide listing for the Lower or
South San Francisco Bay segments. The City further believes that the state of scientific
knowledge does not support any pesticide listing during this listing cycle. The City
recommends that the Regional Board work with interested parties and other stakeholders
to collect information needed to make a sound decision during the next listing cycle. The
City believes additional monitoring and assessment would best serve the public and
recommends coordination of such efforts through the Santa Clara Basin Watershed
Management Initiative and the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollutmn Prevention

Program.

In summary, the City wishes to be on record supporting the Regional Board’s general
framework for 303(d) listing in the San Francisco Bay region. In addition, the City
supports the removal of the generic classification of “metals” and replacement of this
generic metals classification with specific metal listings by Bay area segment. The City
agrees there is adequate data and other information to list copper, mercury and nickel in
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the South San Francisco Bay segment. Questions and/or clarifications of these comments
may be addressed to Davxd W. Tucker at 408-945-3711.

We apprecmtc the opportumty to comment on the 303(d) listing process and look forward
to revxcwmg your response to our comments.

Sincerely,

- CARL W. MOSHER
Director
Environmental Services Department
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January 28, 1998

Dr Tom Mumley \/

Senior Water Resources Control Engmeer
Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster St. Suite 500

Oakland CA 94612 .

Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Sectidn 303(d) List and Priorifies for
Development of Total Maxlmum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francusco Bay
Region ,

L4

Dear Dr. Mumley

The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP} supports your efforts to
specify in the proposed update which metals are considered a 303(d) problem in
different locations of San Francisco Bay. The 1996 Water Quality-Impaired .
Waterbody (303(d)) List simply used “metals” as the description of this category of
pollutant problems. It will be better to focus on the true problem metals rather than
waste limited Regional Board, taxpayer, and other resources on non-problems or
problems where “there is insufficient information to determine if a TMDL process
would afford better water quality protection than existing local reqmrements “ (Page
2 of Regional Board Staff Report).

" We do not support the inclusion of the new category “pesticides” as a cause of

impairment of Lower and Central San Francisco Bay because there is no information

that shows that diazinon and chlorpyrifos cause water quality toxicity in these areas.
Our conclusion is based on the following:

The Regional Monitoring Program measured diazinon concentrations between seven
and eight times in the water column from two Lower/Central Bay stations between
1994 and 1996. The highest concentration of diazinon recorded was 13 ng/l at the
Yerba Buena Island Station (see enclosed Table summarizing the Regional Monitoring
Program’s data). This concentration is more than 15 times lower than the 200 ng/l
concentration that is reported to cause acute toxicity in the amphipod Gammarus
fasciatus (Table 4-2 in “Diazinon in Surface Waters in the San Francisco Bay Area:

. Occurrence and Potential Impact June 1897). This amphipod is shown as the most

sensitive species to diazinon in the above mentioned report. This report also
concludes that dnazmon “less than 150 ngll is not expected to cause mortality” (page
ES-8).

In addition, the above mentioned report concludes, in part, as follows: “Because the
adverse impact of diazinon will depend on the specific circumstances of a receiving
water, it is lmpossxble to draw a general conclusion that d:azmon presence in our
urban creeks constitutes an ecological problem.”
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Regardless of whatever diazinon and chlorpyrifos issues the Regional Board staff
believes need to be solved, it would not be productive to list urban runoff/storm
sewers as the source of the perceived problem. The ACCWP’s member agencies do
not use these pesticides in substantive quantities, nor do they manufacture,
formulate, or sell these pesticides. The member agencies could not even control or
regulate the use and sale of these pesticides if they wanted to because they are
statutorily pre-empted by the federal and state government from doing so. Despite
these difficult limitations, the ACCWP initiated a yard and garden care educational
program in 1997 and has supported the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies’
~ regional advertising campaign last spring on proper pesticide use. The ACCWP

- remains committed to helping implement these type of educational efforts.

The solution to any perceived pesticide problems should be sought from the,
Department of Pesticide Regulation and the businesses responsible for mantfacturing,
formulating, selling, or using these pesticides. If you remain unswayed about listing
pesticides as a problem, we recommend that the category “nonpoint source” should

. be added as a source and urban runoff/storm sewers deleted as a source in Table A1
of the 1998 303(d) and TMDL Priority List for San Francisco Bay Region.

_We appreciate your consideration of these'qomments.
. Very truly yours,

G. Robert Hale, Ph.D. ,
. Management Committee Chair

F:\al7x\a172-05\303dItr.doc
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REGIONAL MONITORING PROGRAM

| L I I

Diazinon Water Column Data for 1994-1996
Alameda (BB70) Yerba Buena (BC10)
Dissolved| Total |Dissolved| Total

Date (ng/l) (ng/l) (ngh) (nghl)

7/26/96]  NA ND

4/30/96 1.2 1.2 1.7 1.7
2/7/96 9.5 9.5 13.0 13.0

8/16/95 0.8 09] 046 0.46

4/26/95 2.0 2.0 2.4 24
2/8/95 7.2 7.2 - 8.1 8.1

8/17/94 1.2 1.2 0.54 0.54

4/20/94 1.7 1.7 2.8 2.8
2/3/94] NA NA NA -NA

Notes: |*- No data provided in the RMP report. !
ND - Not determined (per RMP report)
NA - Not applicable (per RMP report)
The 1893 RMP Annual Report did not contain diazirlnon water column data.
Diazinon was not monitored in sediment or bivalve tissue during the
< [1993-1996 RMP surveys. | H i

C:\ai7x\ai72-05\diazinontab.xis 1/28/98
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Bay "Area Dischargers Association

'P.O.'Box 24055, MS 702
Oakland, California 94623

CA[!FC°\"4 PEINNAL WATER

. ' FER =3 1338
Ms. Loretta Barsamian . © ONALTY
Executive Officer ' CONTROL BOARD
- California Regional Water Quality Control Board .
. San Francisco Bay Region ) S S .
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500 |
Oakland, CA 94612

. February 2, 1998

. Subjoct: . Proposed Revxsxons to the Sectlon 303(d) List of Imparred Water
" ' Bodles for the San Francisco Bay Region

Dear Ms. Barsamian:

The Bay Area Dischargers Association (BADA) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the proposed Section 303(d) list. Adoption of the 303(d) list is one of the most
important and far reaching actions the Regional Board will take. It is important,
therefore, that the Board carefully consider all available alternatives before adopting the -

list. This letter contains BADA’s comments on thc proposed 303(d) list, including a
recommended alternative list.

L Adoptlon of the 303(d) list is an important regulatory actlon, deservmg of
. careful consideration. _
The adoption of the 303(d) list is important for several reasons. First, it will ultimately
- lead to the increased regulation of discharges to listed water bodies. Second, it could
impact community development. Finally, it will impose resource requirements on the
chional Board. Each of these issues is discussed in greater detail below.

a. The listing ofa water body will ultlmately result in the regulation of discharges
to that water body. Once a water body is listed on the 303(d) list, the Clean Water
Act (CWA) requires the Regional Board to develop total maximum daily loads
(TMDLs) that will result in achievement of the standards that served as the basis for

listing. The TMDLSs must include an allocation of the load reductions necessary to
achieve the standards. The wasteload allocations, in turn, must be incorporated into
NPDES permits. Thus, the ultimate outcome of listing a water body on the 303(d) list
will be NPDES permit limitations and other control actions that require a reduction in

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA SANITARY DISTRICT CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO CITY OF SAN JOSE
EAST BAY DISCHARGERS AUTHORITY - EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
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discbaige concentrations and/or loads. In this sense, the adoption of the 303(d) list is
of the same level of importance as the adoption of water quality objectives.

b. It may not be feasible to achieve the resulting permit limitations without costly
end-of-pipe controls. A number of the constituents that are listed as causes of
impairment on the proposed list (including mercury, copper and “pesticides”) are
widespread throughout the residential and commercial sectors of our communities.
Industries regulated through our industrial pretreatment programs are generally minor
sources of these pollutants. For example, Palo Alto studies show that more than half
the mercury present in municipal wastewater is estimated to come from residential
sources (food, human waste and laundry graywater). Residential sources are also
considered to be the primary sources of diazinon and chlorpyrifos, common
household pesticides. Copper has been the target of pretreatment programs and
pollution prevention programs for a number of years and, in most Bay area
communities, the remaining sources are widespread and not easily regulated at the
source. In our judgement, further significant reductions in these pollutants in POTW
effluents will necessitate the implementation of costly, end-of-pipe controls.

c. The listing of a water body could have unanticipated impacts on community

" growth and development. Federal regulations could lead to the imposition of
unanticipated restrictions on dischargers to listed water bodies. For example, it is
being argued at the TMDL FACA that Federal regulations (40 CFR 122.4 (i)) do not
allow approval of new discharges to waters that are impaired. It may also be possible
to argue that dischargers to impaired waters are not allowed dilution credits for those
constituents that were the basis of the listing. Finally, it may be possible to argue that
dischargers to impaired waters are not allowed to increase the mass of pollutants they .
discharge. All of these arguments are untested, but the bottom line is that the listing
of a water body could result in the curtailment of new growth and development for
those Bay area communities which discharge to listed water bodies. To the extent the
Regional Board believes it can prevent these types of unreasonable impacts, BADA is
concerned that legal action from environmental groups may take the TMDL
development process and rclatcd actions out of the Regional Boa.rd’s purview,

‘d. The 303(d) list will impose sngniﬁcant resource requirements on the Regional
Board. The resources necessary to develop supportable TMDLs are expected to be
considerable. For example, the City of San Jose has budgeted $3 million to develop
two TMDLs for one water body, the South Bay. The proposed list would require the
development of 60 TMDLs in a total of 21 water bodies. Based on the South Bay
estimate, it is not unreasonable to estimate that on the order of $50 million would be
required to develop the TMDLs that will have to be developed if the proposed list is
adopted. Under the CWA, the burden of developing TMDLs falls on the States. In
the past, the lack of resources has prevented States from developing TMDLs required
by previous lists. Recent court decisions make it clear that States will now be forced
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to proceed with the dévelopment of TMDLs on some reasonable schcdule, pcrhaps a
- court-ordered schedule.

* The regulatory, community development, and resource ramifications of this action are
so significant that the Regional Board needs to carcfully examine all feasible
alternatives prior to acting on the list. In BADA's opinion, such an examination
would likely lead to the conclusion to list only those water bodies and constituents
which the Regional Board is clearly required to list under the Clean Water Act. Such
a list would contain far fewer water bodies and constituents than the list that has been
circulated for comment. BADA has proposed such a list later in these comments.’

2. "The 303(d) list should be as spec'iﬁc as possible. .

The primary purposc of the 303(d) list is to 1dent1fy those waters and constituents for
which TMDLs must be dcvcloped A TMDL cannot be developed unless a specific
constituent and a numeric goal are identified on the list. Leaving these determinations to
the TMDL-development process would likely result in confusion and protracted debate.
The list should identify the standard that is being violated and the monitoring data that
formed the basis for that conclusion. This serves two purposes. It sets forth the legal

basis for the listing and it allows subsequcnt evaluation of the progress being made
toward achxevement of thc standard. *

" Based on the above dxscussmn BADA bchcves the 303(d) list should include, for each
water body listed, the following information:

e The water quality objective contained in the Basin Plan or other appliéablc State or

Federal regulations that i is being violated. (e.g., the Basin Plan mercury objective of
0.025 ug/) -

¢ The specific data that was used as a basis for the determination that the objective is
being violated. (e.g., the 1993-1996 RMP data on water column mercury .
concentrations in San Pablo Bay and Pinole Point monitoring stations) )

Only those spcc1fic water bodies where momtonng data show that objectives are violated
should be listed. The entire Bay, for example, should not be listed for mercury if only
certain segments of the Bay exceed the mercury objective.

Listing general categories of constituents (e.g., pesticides, nutrients, pathogens, siltation,
etc.) should be avoided in that it does not provide the specificity needed to develop a
TMDL. Such categories do not identify specific pollutants or target concentrations.
Moreover, the listing of categories would make it extremely difficult to measure success
_or to remove a water body from the list. For example, even after initially targeted
pesticides are controlled, some may argue that other pesticides are now interfering with
beneficial uses and therefore it is inappropriate to complete the TMDL process or to de-
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 list the water body. The appropriate approach is to list specific constituents with -
identifiable, numeric targets and then later add constituents to the list if other constituents
are found to cause exceedance of other standards.

3. The 303(d) list, at this time, should generally be based on the exceedance of
numeric water quahty objectives.

The 1995 Basm Plan, on page V-7, mdxcatcs that TMDLs (e, allowable pollutant loads :
and wasteload allocations) will be based on numeric water quality objectives. The Basin -

" Plan points out that additional objectives are necessary to fully implement the wasteload
allocation approach and that the Board will establish additional objectives for selected
pollutants as the necessary technical information becomes available and a framework for
assessing economic factors is developed. BADA generally agrees with the approach set
forth in the Basin Plan, with two exceptions. The first exception has to do with South .
Bay and the socond has to do with toxicity exhibited in the northcm parts of the estuary.

South Bay is unique first because there are no adopted ochcnvcs in p]ace and second
because there is an active watershed management process currently underway. As a part
- of the process, local stakeholders have agreed that a weight of evidence approach be used
as a basis for listing. BADA supports listing of South Bay based on the weight of
evidence approach. We support, in that case, using all applicable scientific data and
- information, including but not limited to water column concentration data, sediment data,
tissue data, health advisories, toxicity data, and information on bioaccumulation.

With respect to toxicity, BADA would agree that it may be appropriate to list water
bodies on the basis of violation of the narrative toxicity objective if those water bodies
exhibit water column toxicity and if Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) have
identified a causative constituent. The listing, in those cases, should be based on the

violation of the narrative toxicity objectlve and the goal should be to eliminate water
column tox1c1ty

The proposed 303(d) list, in contrast to the Basin Plan and the two exceptions discussed
above, appears to base listings on a number of informal criteria and/or narrative
objectives not directly related to water column toxicity tests. These include elevated
sediment and tissue levels, fish advisories, and criteria that have not been formally

adopted. The proposed list, therefore, is inconsistent with the approach set forth in the
Basin Plan.

BADA acknowledges that EPA regulations require water bodies to be listed on the
303(d) list if the waters violate narrative standards. But, States have considerable
discretion in determining whether narrative standards are being violated. Neither the
Regional Board nor the State Board has adopted a straightforward approach for assessing
whether narrative standards are being violated. Under California law, there are
constraints to considefing informal criteria as objecnvcs or using such criteria to mtcrprct

~
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narrative objectives. California law (the Water Code and CEQA) require that objectives
be based on consideration of economics and environmental considerations: The current
narrative objectives in the Basin Plan were not adopted based on the consideration of the
economic and environmental impacts associated with use of informal criteria to interpret
compliance. Under these circumstances the reasonable approach is for the Regional
Board to state that it has insufficient information to assess compliance with the narrative
objectives and therefore has chosen not to list on that basis. This is essentially the
approach proposed in the Staff Report for the “second general situation.” Again, the
exception would be where water column toxicity has been identified and where TIEs
have identified the causative constituent.

Therc are scveral addmonal reasons why the 303(d) list should generally be based on '
_ violation of numeric water quality objectives:

e The CWA requires water bodies to be placed on the list only whcre water quahty
standards are bcmg violated.

o Numcrxc objccuvcs prov1dc a spccnﬁc target for TMDL dcvelopment.

. chulatibn based on numeric objectives that have been adopted pursuant to the

. requirements of the Water Code, CEQA, and the Administrative Proccdures Act
(APA) is legally supportablc 2

» On the contrary, regulation based on the use of mformal criteria or action levels
would have the effect of circumventing the requirements of the Water Code, CEQA,
and the APA and are not legally supportablc

Itis mappropnatc to use National Toxics Rule (NTR) criteria for mercury, copper and
nickel as a basis for listing, in that the NTR criteria for these constituents do not apply to
California waters. It is inappropriate to use elevated sediment or tissue levels or fish

" advisories as a basis for listing, in that these are not based on adopted objectives. The
only adopted objectives applicable to Bay Area waters are those contained in the Basin

Plan and the NTR (selenium and a number of orgamc criteria in the NTR are applicable .
to California waters).

If the Regional Board chooses to use informa] cﬁteria as a basis for listing, then it is
imperative that these criteria be specifically stated and it is necessary to address the
requirements of the Water Code, CEQA and the APA in a manner. that assures
compliance with State law

4. BADA recommends adoption of a limited 303(d) list.

As stated above, BADA recommends that; with two exceptions, the Regional Board place
water bodies on the 303(d) list only where Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) or other
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credible data demonstrate an exceedance of numerical water quality objectives contained "
in the Basin Plan or applicable sections of the NTR. The exceptions, as stated above, are

. for the South Bay, where a weight of evidence approach has been agreed to by
stakeholders, and for those water bodies which have exhibited water column toxicity.

BADA has reviewed the RMP data for each of the Bay’s main segments (not the
tributaries to the Bay) for exceedances of numeric objectives contained in the Basin Plan
or the NTR. These segments include South Bay, Lower Bay, Central Bay, San Pablo

* . Bay, Carquinez Straight, Suisun Bay, and the Delta. The results of BADA’s review are

summarized in Attachment A. The RMP data are presented in Attachment B. As aresult
of BADA's review and previous discussions regarding South Bay and water column

toxicity, BADA would recommend that the following Bay segments and consntuents be
listed on the 303(d) list: . .

e South Bay for copper, mercury and nickel, based on the weight of evidence.

e San Pablo Bay for mercury, based on the Basin Plan objectlve of 0 025 ug/l, and for
nickel, based on the Basin Plan objective of 7.1 ugll ;

-' Cafquinez Straight for mercury, based on the Basin Plan objective of 0.025 ug/l, and
for nickel, based on the Basin Plan nickel objective of 7.1 ug/l.

e Suisun Bay for mercury, based on the Basin Plan objective of 0.025 ug/l, for nickel
- based on the Basin Plan nickel objective of 7.1 ug/l, and for the narrative toxicity
ob_]ectwe based on aquatic bxoassays

¢ Sacramento River for the narrative toxicity objectwe based on aquauc bioassays.

. San Joaquin River for the narrative toxicity objectwe based on aquatic bioassays.

In listing the above segments for mercury and nickel, the list should include a statement
that both these objectives are currently be revised in conjunction with the CTR and that
upon adoption of the CTR the listing of these waters must be revisited. It should be noted
that the proposed CTR criterion for nickel is currently achieved throughout the Bay
except in South Bay, without consideration of a water effects ratio. The proposed CTR
criteria for mercury is currently achieved 95% of the time except in Sonth Bay.

: It is unnecessary to list any waters for copper (other than South Bay) because the Basin
- Plan does not contain a saltwater objective for copper and the NTR copper criterion was
not adopted for California waters. :

‘It is unnecessary to list any major Bay segment for selenium in that the RMP data show
that none of these segments exceed the NTR objective for selenium.
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Itis unnécésséfy to list any waters for the generic category of pcéticidcs because there are
no Basin Plan objectives, or other applicable objectives, for these constituents that are
exceeded in Bay waters.

- With respect to exceedance of the narrative toxicity objective, the RMP has identified
water column toxicity in the northern part of the estuary (the Napa River, Grizzly Bay,
the Sacramento River, and the San Joaquin River). To the extent that Toxicity
Identification Evaluations (TIEs) have identified a causative constituent, BADA would
agree that there is cause to list these specific water bodies for violation of the narrative
toxicity objective. However, we do not support the listing of the other main segments of
the Bay where water column toxicity has not been found.

. It is unnecessary to list any other waters (than those discussed above) on the basis of
violation of the narrative toxicity objectxvc in the Basin Plan. First, to do so would be
contrary to the previously cited provisions of the Basin Plan. Second, the Regional Board
has the discretion to conclude that there is currently insufficient information to make a
determination whether any narrative objective is violated. It is our understanding, that

EPA headquarters recognizes the discretion of States to list or not list water bodies based
on interpretation of narrative objectives.

In recommending that water bodies generally be listed only where numeric objectives are
exceeded, BADA is not saying that mercury, copper, selenium, pesticides, or other toxic
pollutants should be ignored. Nor are we saying that programs already underway to
‘address these constituents should be stopped. On the contrary, the City of San Jose and
other South Bay agencies remain committed to conducting a watershed management
program and developing TMDLs for South Bay, and San Jose and other BADA agencies
~are committed to continuing and expanding pollution prevention efforts to address these
constituents. What we are saying in recommending a limited 303(d) list is that, at this

‘time, is it is more appropriate to address thosc constituents through mechanisms other
than the 303(d) list.

Although BADA’s analysis and recdmmendations addi'ess only the Bay’s major
segments, we believe it would be prudent for the Regional Board to take a similar
approach in listing tributary waters.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, BADA believes that the Regional Board has the flexibility under the Clean

Water Act to adopt a 303(d) list for the Bay’s major segments consistent with what we

have recommended. The constituents of concern not listed under the recommended

approach can be addressed through other avenues (e.g., development of numeric

objectives, watershed management, and pollution prevention programs). This approach

would provide specific targets for TMDLs and be a legally supportable program. It
would also minimize the resources that would otherwise be required for TMDL
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development in the near term and prevent other potential adverse impacts on community
- growth and development. ' v ‘

Please contact me if you have any questions or if you need additional information.
Charles W. BW/ ' |
Attachments (2) a . | :
cc:  BADA Board Members

Don Birrer, Executive Director -

Larry Walker, Larry Walker Associates
Walter Pettit, Executive Officer, SWRCB
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ATTACHMENT A

Summary of Comphance wnth Numenc Water Quality ObJectlves

Water Quality Objectives

Bay Segment Mercury Copper Nickel Selenium Pesticides

South Bay N.A. | N.A. ~ N.A. " | Complies w/NTR N.A.
(Violates CTR) (Violates CTR) ‘(Violates CTR) - :

Lower Bay Complies N.A. Complies (98%) Complies w/NTR N.A.

‘ (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR (95%)) (Complies w/CTR) -

‘Central Bay Complies : N.A. Complies (97%) Complies w/NTR N.A,
(Complies w/CTR) . (Complies wICTR) (Complies w/CTR)

San Pablo Bay Violates N.A. Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.
(Complies w/CTR (96%)) | (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR) |.

Carquinez Straight | Violates |N.A. Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.

- | (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/C'I‘R)» (Complies w/CTR)

Suisun Bay Violates N.A. Violates Complies w/NTR N.A.
(Complies w/CTR (95%)) - | (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR)

Delta Complies ‘ Complies Complies (96%) Complies w/NTR N.A.
(Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR) (Complies w/CTR)

Compliance based on numeric objectives in Basin Plan, except as noted.

N.A. - No numeric water quallty applicable.

South Bay cxceeds the proposed CTR criteria for copper and nickel if the water effects ratio is assumcd tobe 1.0 and cxcecds the
-proposed CTR criteria for mercury.

There are no numeric objectives for diazinon or chlorpynfos, but diazinon levels exceed recommended freshwater criteria throughout the

Bay, and chlorpyrifos levels exceed recommended criteria in the Delta.
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 ATTACHMENT B

" Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Water Column Data

‘For Major Segments of San Francisco Bay System -
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations for South San Francisco Bay "2

Mercury (Total) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (néIL)

Site

Dumbarton Bridge

South Bay
Coyote Creek
San Jose
Sunnyvale

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
South Bay
Coyote Creck
San Jose
Sunnyvale

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
South Bay
Coyote Creek
San Jose

1993 1994 _ 1996
Cruise ] Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
8.74 117 7.99 20.10 11.50. Bu56.10% 4 500 1100 7.00
10.02 13.69 5.36 . 7.00 11.00 17.00

12.10 16.20
; 2.70

2170 2150

1990 . 23.50
Copper (Total) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (nEIL) .
1993 1994 1996
Cruise 1 Cruise 2 Cnnse3 Cruise4 Cruise § Crmse6 Cmisc? Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
513,25 S 09 5,20.585 : " :5.20 $4:13423.00 %2 4) %‘» 3:80%
f&ﬂ:ﬁi' 15330 6\’35’& 3 ( f?i*:m‘ ” i ‘:‘_66
e osiiat vl FAEN ) )
TAREERN AT, m wzw isq A3 b0l
48 ] 4 H”n‘ésw ;
Copper (DIS) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (nEIL)
1993 1994 ] 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise 3 | Cruise 4 Cru:ses Crulse6 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.52 3.08 2.82 2.32 i 2.00. 2.40 3.00
2.42 2.89 2.48 2.00 330
2.85 2.10 X
2.67 2.50
1.96 1.40

Sunnyvale

Nickel (Total) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (nﬁg/L)

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
South Bay
Coyote Creek
San Jose
Sunnyvale

1993 1994 1996
Cruise ] Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise S Cnnse 6 { Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruhc 9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 121 -
4.00 4.30 4.52 - 7 3.60 4,70 4.50
4.64 5.65 4.25 4.00 \
’ 4.40

4.00
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Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (ug/L)

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
- South Bay -
Coyote Creek
San Jose
Sunnyvale

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
South Bay
Coyote Creck
San Jose
Sunnyvale

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
Coyote Creek
San Jose

Site
Dumbarton Bridge
Coyote Creek
San Jose

1. Shaded values e.xceed criteria.

D—035600

1993 _ . 1994 1995 1996 .
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 - Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
342 -2.81 2.713 228 = 2.68 3.07 3.25 2.88 . 335 - 290 2.30 2.90
3.56 294 2.79 237 351 337 349+ 310 4.41 2.80 240 - 3.00
T 3.70 4.06 4.64 . 4.50 ‘474 . 3.90 3.30 290 6.60
663 RENEOEN 7.2 772 685 - 4.80 510 PR
4.12 6.82 545 286 - 3.68 6.12 2.80 3.30 7.00
* Selenium (Total) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (u_giL)
) 1993 1994 . 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2. Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
0.28 . 0.26 0.26 1040 0.32 0.32 0.35 -0.38 0.19 028 . 024 0.19
0.37 0.41 03 0.38 0.33 0.23 042 040 - 029 0.30: 0.33 0.22
042 - 0.36 0.35 0.61 . 0.66 0.22 050 . 022 0.74
0.59 0.45 041 1.21 1.45 0.67 0.67 1.39 1.05
0.40 0.43 0.70 224 - 1.51 - 0. 1.02 1.70 0.78
Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay g)gIL)
' - 1993 , 1994 - . 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8  Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
W1B4693§ 5600 8400 | <MDL 3905  <MDL [};1400038 5237 1900
éﬁgﬁg@ﬂ 3700 2500 | <MDL 3500 <MDL {40k
' : ' ~ 48130
Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in South San Francisco Bay (pg/L)
1993 1994 . 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 .Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 { Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
1005 780 105 81 3 15 113 38
2054 325 200 2 191 273
4110 870 105

2. Bold values exceed CTR criteria
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Mercury (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ng/L)

Site
Alameda
Oyster Point
San Bruno Shoal
Redwood Creek

Site
Alameda
Oyster Point
San Bruno Shoal
Redwood Creek

Site
Alameda
Oyster Point
San Bruno Shoal .
Redwood Creek

Site
Alameda
Oyster Point
San Bruno Shoal
Redwood Creek

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 ] Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 [ Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12}-
] 6.23 5.70 6.40 2.70 5.18 2.05 4,00 1.00 3.00
330 ‘4.64 7.70 12.70 5.80 4.04 4.78 1.38 2.61 4.00 2.00 - 3.00
. : 13.90 5.30 1530 | . 4.44 6.50 5.82 4.00 2.00 16.00
4.42 3.88 4.88 5.63 9.80 856 | 5.10 9.59 9.53 6.00 6.00 10.00
. Copper (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ug_:/L) )
1993 1994 . . 1995 1996 ,
Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 ] Cruise 7 Cruise8 Cruise9 § Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.39 229 . 1.84 1.77 2.10 1.20
2.35 2.15 2.49 1.66 1.57 240 . L30
N 2.61 258 . 278 2.40
m 2.16 281 PR I Nel 270 2.80
Copper (DIS) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ug/L.)
1993 - ) 1994 1995 1996
Cruise ] Cruise2 - Cruise 3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.10 1.90 2.31 2.02 0.99 1.48 .1.40 - 110 1.50
1.95 1.64 1.79 1.92 - 270 2.30 1.92 1.16 1.16 1.50 1.10 1.50
1.92 296 - 275 2.14 1.92 2.16 1.50 1.60 2.10
2.33 1.98 2.32 2.17 I LR 83,29 1) 2.37 1.91 2.25 1.90 1.90 2.50
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ug/L)
1993 ) 1994 1995 1996
Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
3.11 2.97 3.23 2.76 243 1.69 2.50 2.00 220
2.62 2.40 338 443 3.24 2.86 329 1.68 1.57 2.80 1.20 2.20
: 4.77 3.53 3.31 3.22 291 307 | 260 6.20
Y031 2.50 3.87 3.47 4.85 4.23 3.54 4.52 3.88 3.60 3.10 5.20
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Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (ug/L)

D—035602

1. Shaded values exceed criteria.

1993 1994 - 1995 1996
Site Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 CruiseS Cruise6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Alameda : 2.05 1.61 1.87 2.19 1.10 1.22 1.80 1.00 . 1.50
Oyster Point 2.38 1.75 1.76 1.95 1.83 2.15 221 1.31 1.09 - 1.90 1.00 1.50
San Bruno Shoal ’ 1.86 2.32 2.23 2.26 1.88 199 . 1.90 1.40 2.20
Redwood Creek 3.2 2.1 2.37 2.19 2.68 2.67 2.70 2.04 1.97 2.90 1.90 2.40
Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (uEIL) i
1993 1994 . 1995 1996
Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 ]| Cruisc4 CruiseS Cruise6 ] Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Alameda . . 0.29 0.28 0.21 0.17 0.19 <MDL 0.21 0.09 0.10
Oyster Point 0.13 . 0.17 022 |° 033 0.29 0.33 0.15 0.18 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.12
San Bruno Shoal ~ 025 . 0.29 0.38 0.12 0.25 0.11 0.15 013 - 0.14
Redwood Creek 0.18 0.28 0.25 0.19 0.29 0.28 0.18 0.25 0.13 0.16 0.24 0.10
Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (P_gIL) A
1993 . 1994 3 1995 1996 .
) Site | Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 . Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise {1 Cruise 12
Alameda 1700 1200 | <MDL <MDL  <MDL [39%537:44 1200
Redwood Creek 1100 <MDL <MDL <MDL 7133 4720 1700
Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in Lower San Francisco Bay (pg/L)
1993 . 1994 1995 . 1996
Site Cruise 1° Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 -Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Alameda 326 143 34 1 12 132 8
Redwood Creek 92 543 229 70 "4 24 94 - 44
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations for Central San Francisco Bay'
e ]

D-035604

‘'Mercury (Tofal) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ngIL)

. 1993 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 CruiseS5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buenals. - 3.98 3.46 390 4.19 6.40 2.87 2.53 342 2.24 0.80 . 040
Point Isabel 599 420 1005 5.70 3.10 2.32 3.04 19.40 2.62 1.40 0.60 0.60
Red Rock 4.50 2.50 4.31 6.67 12.40 4.79 1.70 0.50 0.70
Copper (Total) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (u_gL/L)
1993 1994 A 1995 1996
- Site Cruise] Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buenals. 245 1.61 1.66 1.68 2.34 2.02 2.27 1.80 1.33 1.50 1.20 1.40
Point Isabel 1.86 1.62 2.34 1.58 1.90 1.73 234 ek 1.16 1.60 1.00 38U
Red Rock 1.17 1.60 1.71  [ER355%H 1.34 2.00 1.80 1.10 1.50
Copper (DIS) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (uEIL) . .
1993 1994 1995 1996 :
Site Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buena Is. 1.94 1.23 . 118 1.26 1.42 1.49 1.89 0.96 1.09 1.50 1.20 1.40
Point Isabel 1.99 - 1.32 1.15 0.93 1.33 1.30 2.01 1.10 1.08 1.60 1.00 1.30
Red Rock 0.58 1.30 1.09 2.14 0.80 1.24 1.80 1.10 1.50
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/1.)
1993 ] 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buenals. 2.74 1.79 1.46 2.14 3.21 2.06 2.81 2.63 1.43 2.30 1.20- 2.50
Point Isabel 3.59 2.26 319 1.96 1.62 2.10 2.90. 1.31 1.39 2.40 1.10 2.00
Red Rock 1.89 1.67 1.92 5.04 1.91 2.56 4.30 1.30 2.20
Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ug/L)
: 1993 1994 . . 1995 1996
Site Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8 .Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buenals. 241 1.18 1.01 1.38 1.66 1.48 2.09 113 - 099 1.70 1.00 1.30
Point Isabel 2.49 1.29 1.08 1.02 - 1.15 1.12 216 . 121 097 2.10 1.00 1.30
Red Rock 0.76 1.20 1.17 2.22 . 0.98 - 1.21 2.20 1.00 1.40
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Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (ugL/L)

1996

1. Shaded values exceed criteria.

1
.

1993 1994 1995 -
Site Cruise] Criise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4: Cruise 5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba Buenals. 0.13 0.23 0.28 0.39 0.27 0.27 0.07 | 0.18 030 - 0.1 0.09
Point Isabel 0.19 0.18 0.23 0.32 0.25 0.17 008  0.18 . 017 0.07 0.12
Red Rock 0.37 0.27 0.33 0.08° 0.13 0.15 0.17 . 0.14
Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (p@)
1993 - 1994 -1995 ) 1996
Site .| Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise S Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8  Cruise 9 } Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba BuenaIs. 2800 540 <MDL  <MDL ' 1700
Red Rock 1900 240 <MDL <MDL <MDL 2107 1300
'Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in Central San Francisco Bay (pg/L)
1993 1994 | : 1995 1996
Site Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise$5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8  Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Yerba BuenaIs. 1210 2185 67 69 2 151
Red Rock . 231 70 12 3 13 148 ‘28
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations for San Pablo Bay"2

Mercury (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ng/L)

Site
San Pablo Bay
Pinole Pt.

Site
San Pablo Bay
Pinole Pt.

Site

San Pablo Bay

Pinole Pt.

Site
San Pablo Bay
Pinole Pt.

Site
San Pablo Bay
"Pinole P.

Site
San Pablo Bay
Pinole Pt.

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise 3 § Cruise 4 Crulsc 5 Crulse 6 Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
~ 394 [d3.50, 6.97 9.00 5.00 6.00
7.08 13.80 4.38 . 8.00 9.00 5.00
Copper (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Crulse l Cruise 2 Cnnse 3 Cruise 4 Cn.nse 5 Crune 6 | Cruise 7 Crmse 8 Cruise 9 Cnusc 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
TR R EAAL B ) E TRk 3 Ry ? — 2.40
2.80
Copper (DIS) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ug/L)- .
1993 1994 1995 ) 1996
Cruise 1| Cruise? Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10- Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.54 1.90 1.30 1.50 2.12 1.88 1.56 1.55 1.61 2.00 1.50 1.80 '
2.30 1.64 1.55 1.30 1.84 1.99 1.66 1.37 1.49 1.80 1.50 1.70
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ug/L) :
1993 1994 1995 1996
| Cruise 1 Cruise 2 Crunsc 3 Cruise 4 Crmsc 5 lesc 6 Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 _Cruise 12
4 Py ; 3.31 6.30 2.60 3.10
2.73 4.60 4.60 3.50
Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay ML)
1993 1994 1995 . 1996
Cruise ] Cruise2 . Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruicc 7 Cruise8 Cruisc 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
3.73 1.92 1.35 1.47 1.63 1.84 2.02 1.69 .43 2.70 1.40 1.60
3.60 162 . 146 1.36 1.58 1.97 211 1.22 1.38 ° 2.60 1.50 1.70
Selenium (Total) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay (ug/[.)
1993 1994 . 1995 N . 1996
Cruise ! Cruise 2 Cruise 3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8  Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
0.113 0.21 0.27 - 025 0.25 0.21 0.16 0.30 0.17 0.16 0.08
0.159 0.23 0.35 i 0.39 0.22 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.10 0.19 0.17 0.12
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Diazinon (TOT) Conccnlralions in San Pablo Bay (pg/L)

- 1995

1993 . - 1994 1996

© Site Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 Cruisc 4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
San Pablo Bay ’% 650 <MDL 2410 <MDL 2§Q§ N4 4026 1800
Pinole Pt. 4&@3‘7 1200 480 | <MDL' 2205  <MDL |40 4034 2000
Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in San Pablo Bay(ﬁl!.)

- 1993 . 1994 : 1995 . 1996 .

Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise 3 | Cruise4 Cruise 5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 . Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
San Pablo Bay 116 734 66 . 205 . 4 10 289 94 .
Pinole Pt. -89 640 66 195.5 1 4 338 41

1. Shaded values exceed criteria. -
2. Bold values exceed CTR criteria,
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations for Carquinez Straight'

Mercury (Total) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (ngll.)

Site
Davis Pt.
Pacheco Cr.

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4d Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8  Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
5.51 11.18 11.01 8.40 |2 70 14.10 20.80 w&}m 6.74 1.70 5.00
Ro0.2wy  14.99 6.00 16.40 | 11.60 9.45 7.04 2.60 9.00 9.00
Copper (Total) Concentrations in Carquinez Straig_h_t_(_g_glb)
1993 1994 1995 1996

Site
Davis Pt.
Pacheco Cr.

Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

Copper (DIS) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (nEIL)

Site
Davis Pt.
Pacheco Cr.

_Site
Davis Pt.
Pacheco Cr.

Site
Davis Pt.
Pacheco Cr.

Site
Davis Pt.

Crulse I lese 2 Cru:se 3 Cruise 4 Crulse 5 Cnnsc 6 § Cruise7 Cruise 8 lese 9
3¢ ; - 4 i 4 25839 1.90 1.30 1.90
2.90 l 1.90 1.20 2.10

D—035607

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.36 1.83 1.82 1.54 2.20 2.57 1.93 141 1.62 1.90 130 . 190
2.65 1.89 1.96 1.96 2.69 2.74 1.99 1.49 1.71 1.90 120 - 2.10
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (ug/L)
1993 1994 _ 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Crmse 11 Cruise 12
4.50 5.37 5.84 3.60 5.15 605 [3pl234 AUE15.6948  3-51 R.60.14%0.8.80 .
s34 [ETOETT) s21 | 300 [INOTOE ess il e2i 303 | 710 280 s
Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in Caﬂulnéz Straight (ug/L)
1993 1994 , 1995 1996
Cruise | Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
3.75 143 1.58 1.56 1.68 2.15 222 1.75 1.46 2.20 . 1.30 1.80
2.64 1.38 1.40 1.71 1.69 1.91 1.48 1.24 1.09 2.70 1.00 1.60
Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (ug/L) C
1993 N 1994 1995 1996
Cruise | © Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 CruiseS Cruise6 | Cruisc7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
0.13 0.18 0.32 0.25 0.21 0.22 0.14 0.26 0.14 0.18 0.21 0.15
- 0.17 0.19 0.26 0.28 0.18 008 | o.12 0.32 0.09 0.14 0.12 0.16

Pacheco Cr.
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. Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (p_;g/L)

1993 1994 . " 1995 1996
. Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise§ Cruise6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Chniise 12
Davis Pt. 410 ﬁlOﬁSS}ﬂ 4500 1100 . 1050 2210 <MDL }i4432 4864 2400
Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in Carquinez Straight (pg/L) :
1993 ] 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise ] Cruise2 Cruise3 ]| Cruisc4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Davis Pt. 489 38 260 7

1. Sﬁaded values eéxceed criteria.

1253 ‘416 57
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations in Suisun Bay'?

Mercury (Total) Concehtraﬂons in Suisun Bay (n1g_/L)

Site
Grizzly Bay
Honker Bay

Site
Grizzly Bay
Honker Bay

Site
Grizzly Bay
Honker Bay

Site
Grizzly Bay
Honker Bay

. Site
Grizzly Bay
Honker Bay

Site

Grizzly Bay

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
14.61 1240  R&35.00%| £122:6004 ‘41.20 5.50] 933 Ex29.903d 1030 1.10 500 [g29.00;
6.16 |mas40] 1020 | 842 14.00 - 15.40 9.00 4.00 24.00
Copper (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (u;gli) .
1993 1994 1995 1996
Cnnse 1  Cruise 2 Crmse 3 Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 J Cruise 7 Crulsc 8 Crunsc 9 Cruise IO Cruise 11 Cnnse 12
Copper (DIS) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (uglL) )
1993 1994 1995 A 1996
Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.76 1.95 2.01 2.15. 275 2.63 1.83 1.66 1.76 1.80 1.30 2.00
. 2.10 2.56 2.40 1.95 1.78. 1.56 1.80 1.20 1.80
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay_gl_ngL)
1993 1994 1995 ' 1996
Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 .Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise 7 Cruisc 8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12}
8.7 4,98 9.89 399 ’ _lg?;}t saak1090;x1 652 figl 3,685 393 '5%10.6‘0;,_ 3.20 80
285 ECKAUER 441 619 702 - 575 Paio¥oid 210 Pils 00;»
Nickel (DIS) Concmtratlons in Suisun Bay (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise] Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise S Cruise 6 § Cruise 7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 { Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
3.03 - 1.02 120 1.8 1.63 1.88 1.50 -1.35 112, 2.00 1.00 1.40
1.34 1.25 1.58 1.77 1.53 0.87 1.90 1.00 1.10
Selenium (Total) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruisc 8 Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
0.12 0.21 0.25 0.34, 0.24 0.20 0.13 0.17 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.17
028  0.19 0.16 0.16 0.20 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.14

Honker Bay
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Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in Sulsun ‘Bay (g_gIL) -

1993 1994 T 1995 1996
Site Cruise 1 Cruise2 Cruise 3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6 | Cruise 7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Grizzly Bay §u147868] 6200~ 1700 | <MDL <MDL_[i5583504] 5000 6400
Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in Suisun Bay (pg/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Site Cruise1 Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 CruiseS Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
Grizzly Bay -391 37 82 404 436 15

1. Shaded values exceed criteria.

2. Bold values exceed CTR criteria, .
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Water Column Constituent Concentrations for the Delta'

Mercury (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (nyL)

Site
Sacramento River
San Joaquin River

1993

1994

1995

1996

Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 CruiseS Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
10.26 5.95 998 | 5.00 1260 - 450 6.57 8.78 4.82 6.00 3.00 7.00
10.59 8.13 11.36 5.10 14.60 4.36 7.60 731 6.29 6.00 2.00 7.00

Copper (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (ug/L)

Site
Sacramento River

1993
Cnnse 2 Cnnse 3

1994

1995

Cruise 7 Cruise8 Cruise9

Cruise l

San Joaquin River | 313

) Copper (D1S) Concentrations in the Delta (ug!L)

Site
Sacramento River

San Joaquin River -

Site

Sacramento River |

San Joaquin River

Site
Sacramento River
San Joaquin River

Site
Sacramento River
San Joaquin River

1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruisc3 ]| Cruised Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7. Cruise 8 Cruise 9 { Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
2.69 1.38 - 1.62 1.80 2.30 2.16 1.86 1.52 1.47 1.60 0.90 1.50
2.94 1.71 1.70 2.25 224 211 2.34 1.62 1.55 220 . 120 . '1.70
Nickel (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise ] Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
6.66 32 - 345 2.52 5.75 2.85 6.35 494 2.70 ﬁﬂ,ﬁgﬁ 2.50 3.90
6.52 3.38 4.03 2.50 3.82 2.17 4.75 3.13 2.55 4.60 1.80 3.80
Nickel (DIS) Concentrations in the Delta (ug/L)
1993 1994 1995 1996
Cruise ] Crvise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruisc5 Cruise6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Cruisc 11 Cruise 12
2.79 0.72 0.73 1.04 1.26 1.32 1.56 0.99 0.99 2.20 0.80 0.09
2.76 0.68 0.75 1.24 0.99 1.00 1.79 1.33 0.72 2.40 0.90 1.00
Selenium (Total) Concentrations in the Delta (u&/L) i e
1993 . 1994 1995 b 1996
Cruise ! Cruise2 Cruise3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise6 } Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 | Cruise 10 ‘Cruise 11 Cruise 12
0.20 0.15 0.24 0.30 0.25 - 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.16 0.07 0.11
0.16 0.20 0.27 0.25 0.22 0.06 0.13 0.33 _0.06 0.18 0.18 0.10

TR ETY

Cruise4 Cruise5 Cruise 6

3 K 4.305 2.62
!& %32‘1&‘ af‘)ms&iz 2.77

1996

é "3:30/‘9'
4305

Cruise 10 Cruise 11 CnnselZ |
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Diazinon (TOT) Concentrations in the Delta (pEIL)

- Site
Sacramento River
San Joaquin River

Site
Sacramento River
San Joaquin River

1993 - 1994 i 1995 1996

Cruise ] Cruise2 Cruise 3 | Cruise4  Cruise 5 . Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise 8 Cruise 9 ] Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12

-+ |34662954 2500 1400 |. <MDL*® <MDL ND 4260003 4500

i3y339: 1200 | . <MDL_|i¥5400dt 3200

Chlorpyrifos (TOT) Concentrations in the Delta (pe/L)
' 1993 K 1994 1995 1996 -
Cruise | Cruise2 Cruise 3 | Cruise4 Cruise5 - Cruise 6 | Cruise7 Cruise8 Cruise 9 Cruise 10 Cruise 11 Cruise 12
: 1416 29 35 10 321 38
j 92 10 440 34

1. Shaded values exceed criteria.

LY

e
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9 January 1998
Mr. Thomas Mumley - . .
SFRWQCB | -
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500 :

Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Priontnes for
* Development of ‘IMDL: for the SF Bay Region '

Dear Mr. Mumley.

I have reviewed the staff rcport for the subject proposal. Continued hstmg of the Petaluma River
.as'an impaired waterway is of particular concem to me. I would appreciate responses to the
:following questions/comments:

- i1) The 2™ paragraph of the “Introduction” of the staff report indicates that the bulk of the
*data'used in the listing process was the RMP. The RMP does not include any sampling
points within the Petaluma River, only one point near its mouth. Please describe the

additional data, if any, that was reviewed for the Petaluma River inn making your listing
decision. .

2)  The Pctaluma R:ver does not include causes of lxstmg associated with pesticides or metals,
only nutrients, pathogens, and siltation (just as in 1996). Does this indicate that the

Petaluma River does not have problems associated with pesttctdes and metals? Or doesi it
indicate a lack of data for these poflutants?

3)  Regarding pesucxdes a statement is made on page 4 that eﬁ‘orts are underway to develop
control strategies for both urban runoff and agricultural sources.” Please describe these
efforts, partncularly as they relate to diazinon and chlorpyrifos.

4) Is ammonia toxxcxty, particulary as associated with runoff from livestock operations,

considered in the listing process? Does data for ammonhia toxxcxty exist for the Petaluma
River?

5) In the “Introduction,” it is indicated that the second step in the assessment process

D—035613
D-035614



L S

WHNTW 2T PO A WL e TT s b b

- -

PO N T

.Mr. Thomas Mumley

9 January 1998
Page 2

includes a data compilation process and that the information corfupiled is available for
review by interested parties. Where is it available for review? .

6)  What is the basis for listing Lake Herman for mercury? Has testing of water or sediments

been conducted? Please describe the available data.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and questions. 1 will ot be able to attend
the 18 February 1998 public hearing, and would appreciate written or ¢-mail responses.

Sihcerely,

Bruce Abelli-Amen
101 H Street, Suite L

‘Petaluma, CA 94952

e-mail: baseline@crl.com

D—035614
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3. The proposed listing relies on qualitative qualifiers such as “exceedances™ and “elevated” levels to
support the listing of stressors. To be useful, the listing should be expanded to include columns on
the list for whether the identified stressor was included based on water column, sediment, and/or
tissues impacts and the ﬁequency and level of individual regulatory criteria exceedances.

4. A number of the listed sources rely on using the generic term "other.” To be useful, the listing should
specifically identify sources. Lacking a clear definition of sources implies that additional data may
be required before a listing should be made. This is especially true for high priority listings.

5. . Itis unclear how the draft 303(d) listing and associated schedules are related to the Regional Board's
July 1997 draft Watershed Management Initiative guidance report. It would appear reasonable to use
the guidance document as a basis to identify where additional data/investigations are required and
then establish the program to fill these gaps. These data would then be used to update the State's
305(b) Water Quallty report and where appropnate the 303(d) list which is updated every 2 Years.

6. Thelevel2or medlum pnonty ranking indicates that RWQCBs should provide schedules for
TMDLs to be initiated over the next five years. It would be helpful if the Regional Board could
provide a definition for the term “initiate.” In addition, the 303(d) includes TMDL “start” and “end”
dates. It would be helpful if the Regional Board could provide a clear definition of these terms.

7. - The proposed listing includes several reservoirs and creeks located in Santa Clara county. Mercury is
listed as the stressor and the priority is shown as high. The data to support the specific lxstmgs should
be prowded and cited in the list. . _

8. The Reglonal Board staff needs to consistently follow the ranking criteria used for preparing the list
and for specifying the priority ranking. All technical data used to develop and support the list should

be referenced in the list, thus providing a complete and clear admmxstratwe record of the Board’s
actions. ‘ :

As you know, EPA is currently facing over 20 lawsuits from environmental groups that claim EPA and
various states have not fulfilled their obligations under the Clean Water Act. Because of the federal
Clean Water Act implications that result from the 303(d) listing it is important that the Regional Board
and its' staff have a clear technical basis that supports the listing and have identified the resources to
conduct the required TMDL

- We hope that the above ‘comments and recommendations are useful to the Board's efforts and look
forward to your response. If you need any additional clarification please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

M . .
dam W. Olivieri, Dr.PH, P.E.
Program Manager

[ 505 W. Olive Avenue, Suite 635 ¢ Sunnyvale, CA 94086 o tel: (408) 720-8811 fax: o (408) 720-8812
Fi\sc15-23\198-303d.doc -
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Diazinon Water Column Data for 1994~1 996
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| N | -
Dumbarton Br. (BA30) Coyote Cr. (BA10) San Jose (C-3-0) Standish Dam (BW10) Sunnyvale (C-1-3)
Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total
- Date (ng/) (ngh) (ngh) (nghl) (ngfl) -(ng) (ng/) (ngh) (ngf) (ngh) _
30 or : ‘ .
8/16/96 1.9 1.9 * * 8.3 8.3 14.0 14.1 N/A N/A
5M1 or . ) -
4/16/96 5.2 5.2 9.7 9.85 . 140 . 14.2 7.8 R N/A N/A .
2/6 or o
3/4/96 14.0 14.0 12.0 12.0 36.0 - 36.1 9.3 9.4 N/A N/A
8/15/95 2.2 2.2 2.9 2.9 N/A N/A N/A *N/A N/A - N/A
4124195 7.3 7.8 5.8 7.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2/6/95 8.7 8.7 7.7 7.7 N/A N/A . N/A N/A N/A N/A -
.| 8ns/94 8.4 84 2.5 2.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
- 4]18/94 5.6 5.6 3.7 37 | NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
113194 184 - 184 97.6 98.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Notes: |* - data not available at the time of draft report production.
N/A - organophosphates were not analyzed as part of the RMP for this
[station. | | |
R - unacceptably low surrogate recovery (lab problem)

The 1993 RMP Annual Report did not contain diazinon water column data.

Trace organics were not measured in water at the South Bay station (BA20).

C:\diazinoniab.xis 1/20/98
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Santa Clara

Valley Urban
Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program

Jgnnary 30, 1998

Dr. Tom Mumley
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
Regional Water Quality Control Board
-2101 Webster St. Suite 500
_ Oakland CA 94612

Subject: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List and Priorities for Devélopment

of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francxsco Bay Reglon January 7,
1997

Al

//b
Dear Dr_Mumley:

The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) has reviewed the
draft 303(d) list and offers the following comments and recommendations:

1. We support your efforts to clearly specify in the draft 303 (d) list which metals are considered to _

.- impair water-bodies in different locations of San Francisco Bay, in particular the South San
Francisco Bay. Because past Regional Board information simply used “metals” as the description of
this pollutant of concern it has led to confusion relative to addressing real problems. The draft list
will better focus available resources on the true problem metals rather than waste limited Regional
Board and local resources on non-problems or problems where “there is insufficient information to
determine if a TMDL process would afford better water quality protection than existing local
requirements...” (Page 2 of Regional Board Staff Report). '

2. The Regional Board’s staff report assessment process includes three “general situations™ for ranking
stressors and water-bodies. The third category includes the situation where specific stressors and -
specific water-bodies can be identified and where a TMDL is techmcally feasible. The Regional
Board staff clearly state that “Only those water bodies and stressors in the third general category
have been included in the final 303(d) list.” (Page 2 of the Regional Board Staff Report) We agree
with this approach However, as discussed below this approach has not been consistently followed by
the staff in preparing the draft list.

Category two was defined to cover the situation where “insufficient information [is] available to
determine if a TMDL process would afford better water quality protection than existing local
requirements for water quality based effluent limitations and Best Management Practices." However,
the draft list includes the broad category of pesticides. We do not support the inclusion of the new
category “pesticides” as a cause of impairment of South San Francisco Bay because there is no
information that shows that pesticides exceed water quality objectives or are the cause of toxicity.
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Specifically, available data on diazinon and chlorpyrifos have not been shown to cause water quality
toxicity in these areas. This conclusion is based on the following:

e The Regional Monitoring Program measured diazinon concentrations approximately nine times
in the water column from two South Bay main water mass stations and two shallow water
stations between 1994 and 1996. The highest concentration of diazinon recorded was 36.1 ng/l at
shallow water station (C-3-0, see enclosed Table summarizing the Regional Monitoring
Program’s data). This concentration is more than 5.5 times lower than the 200 ng/l concentration
that is reported to cause acute toxicity in the amphipod Gammarus fasciatus (Table 4-2 in
“Diazinon in Surface Waters in the San Francisco Bay Area: Occurrence and Potential Impact,
Regional Board June 1997). This amphipod is shown as the most sensitive species to diazinon in
the above-mentioned report. This report also concludes that diazinon “less than 150 ng/1 is not
expected to cause mortality” (page ES-8). .

e The above mentioned Regional Board report concludes, in part, as follows: “Because the
adverse impact of diazinon will depend on the specific circumstances of a receiving water, it is
impossible to draw a general conclusion that diazinon presence in our urban creeks constxtutes an
ecological problem.”

The Regional Board's listing criteria do not support including either the broad group of pesticides or
specific pesticides such as diazinon and chlorpyrifos at this time. Further, identifying point and urban
runoff/stormwater, as key sources to control would not solve the perceived pesticide issue. The
.SCVURPPP’s member agencies do not use these pesticides in substantive quantities, nor do they

. manufacture, formulate, or sell these pesticides. The member agencies could not control or regulate
the use and sale of these pesticides, even if they wanted to because they are statutorily pre-empted by
the federal and state government from doing so. Despite these difficult limitations, the SCVURPPP
has supported the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies’ regional advertising campaign on
proper pestlexde use, has sponsored special studies to investigate the pesticides in receiving waters,
and remains commltted to helpmg unplement educational efforts. :

We strongly recommend that the Regional Board not list pesticides as a stressor. However, if the
Regional Board beheves that it must include pesticides on it's 303(d) listing we recommend the
following: ~ .

o that only specific pesticides such as diazinon and chlorpyrifos be lxsted,

that the priority be changed from medium to low, '

o that the listing state that the Board intends to work with the Department of Pesticide
Regulatxon and the businesses responsible for manufacturing, formulating, selling, or
using these pesticides to mvestxgate possible controls, and

e that the category “nonpoint source” be added as a source and urban runoff/storm

sewers be deleted as a source in Table Al of the 1998 303(d) and TMDL Pnonty List
for San Francisco Bay Region.
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—— Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed
. Post Office Box 415 Larkspur, California” 94977

February 2, 1998

I
> oy,

19 Wy
~S5; TEp
Regional Water Quality Control Board % 0%

2101 Webster Street, Rm. 500 ' ""4‘04 o |
Oakland, CA 94612 ‘ , AR

ATTN: TOM MUMLEY a :
Dear Board Members:

- . The Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed requests thét Corte Madera Creek be
evaluated for possible inclusion on the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for the San
Francisco Bay Region. ’

As you may be aware, we are a 501(c)(3) organization established three years ago for
- the purpose of enhancing and restoring Corte Madera Creek and its tributaries. We .

.expect to begin a process of developing a plan for our watershed next year, with the
- assistance of a 205(j) grant. :

- Several years ago, the Regional Board conducted a series of water quality tests and

" subsequently also did additional testing for diazinon on Corte Madera Creek. We want
to ensure that these existing data are considered, and that additional monitoring be
conducted, if warranted, to ensure accurate assessment of our water body. -

Thank you for considering our request.

Tl Sl

. Carol d'Alessio Sandra Guldman
Co-Chair - . Co-Chair
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CITY HALL + 250 EAST L STREET « BENICIA, CA 94510 * (707) 7464200 = FAX (707) T47-4 0

1847*1997 . ) N . . . i
THECITYOF . Public Works Department . g
BENICIA | - . «

February 4, 1998 _ :

Dr. Torm Mumley, Senior Water Resources Control

Califomnia Regional Water Quiality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region

2101 Webster Street Stite 500
Oakland, CA 94612

SUBJECT: . RESPONSE TO PROPOSED UPDATE OF THE REGIONAL WATER :
- QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 303 (D) LIST OF mmn WATER
BODIES WITHIN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION.

DearDr Mumley:

This fetter is in response to the proposed update of the Regional Water Quality assessment of the 303 (d)°
list of impaired water bodies within the San Francisco Bay region. A small man-made lake, Lake Herman,
is on the list due to mercury contamination and is found under the Solano County section as Hermsn Lake.

'lheCnynsrequestmgtodehstLakeHcrmanfrmthch(d)hstandxssubmﬂtmgﬁwmostrecandm 1k
fwsamplesnkcnmthewmoohmnofl.akeﬁcmm b

TthymogﬁszﬁcpmmhtsaMmchgmdm&nWm&m Ifthe
water column data I have included is insufficient, will additional fish tissue, sediment, oc water column data !
be required? The City wishes to review the data upon which the decision wes based to list Lake Herman  * | &
a3 an impaired water body. According to our records, no sediment samples have been analyzed. One fish
tissue survey was conductéd by the Department of Fish and Game in July of 1986 and largemouth bass
collected during the survey were found to contain over 1 ug/g of fresh weight mercury.

'lhankjwfoceonside:hgmrwquut. T Jook forward to your peply. If you have any questions, please feel ‘.
free to call me at (707) 746-4338. - ' : ‘

Sincerely, ) : | : . . ) -
Victoria G. Shidell” '
Water Quality Supervisor

VGS:dg//fpubworks\Vik\ WTPRWQCBI1r.298
fle:WWIP\CRWQCE Correspondence

Attachments

T 3N 3

cc:  Chris Tom&sik..Utilitics Manager
.Rob Shirley, Water Treatment Plant Superintendent
File Copy

' OTTO WM. GIULIANI, Clty Mandd
W: of the City Council .

Y HAYES, Mayor

T W ST Ty i

VIRGINIA SOUZA. Clev Trend. 4l
MESSINA. Vire Mavar « FADEV AADD AT B3 . s20s mans e aoo -
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City of Benlcla -Lake Herman Water Quality Smnmary
1893 - 1997
—
Constituent DLR 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 aximum Minimum Average | MCL

Y oal Hardness, a8 CaGO3 | - 13 : 110 220 10 1533
Total AKalinty : 188 110 110 188 110 1260
Turbidty, NTU 4 - 7 . 2% © 7 283
Nicke o4 } o 0 ) 0 ) ) 0 0.0
,mme 04 05 13 07 082 0§ 13 05 08
Phosphate o1 ‘02 02 02 02
Suffate R € 3s : 30 60 £ 47
Chicride 45 30 .20 "] 45 20 31.7
Cofform, Total MPN/100mi ERR ERR ERR
Coliform, Fecal MPN/00mI ERR ERR ERR
Asbestos, MFL 0.01 943 - . 913 918 91 | we
Radicactivity, pCiL. 189  (Totsl Alphe) 0 o 00
pH, unis 8 78 77 s 75 78

, tanhofem 620 410 40 €20 340 455.7
Total Dissoived Sclids 390 250 220 350 20 2857
Apparent Color, unks 100 120 90 120 90 1033
Odor Thrashold 2 4 3 s 2 47
MBAS 05 0 0. 0 0 0 00
Alsminam 0.01 054 02t 17 1w 021 o3 1
LAntimony : 0 ‘o 'l "o 0 00 .
Asenic ' 0002 | o 0 0005 | 0005 © O 0.0 0.05
Barium . 0.1 0.11 0 0 o1 . 0 0.0
Boryllum - 0.01 0 (] 0 0 0.0
Cadmicm 0.001 ) 0 ) 0 .0 00 0.01
Chrorium 0.01 0 0 ) o 0 oo 0.05
Copper - 005 o 0 o ) 0 0.0 1
tkron 0.1 08 0.47 12 12 047 08 03
}Lud -t 0.005 0 0 0 o 0 00 0.05
‘Manganese 003- | o007 o o 6or: - o 00 | 005
ilureuy 0.0002 o ) .0 o - 00 | ooo2
INickel . ° 0.0 0 ° -0 0 .00 :
Belenkmn, . 0.002 0 (] 0005 | 0.008 o 00 0.1
iSiver 0.01 0 0 . 0 ) "0 0.0 0.05
Thaliim . 0 0 0 0 0.0
Zinc . 005 f..0 .0 . 0 "0 0 0.0 5
iCysnide 0.01 0 0 0 00 -} 02

. Notes:  All data reporied in mg/L unless otherwise notsd. '
OLR - Detection Limk Required (by DHS)
. MCL « Madowm Contsminant Leve! (as establshed by Tile 22)
mmummmwummummmm

1m-mMmbmmmmmdwmtEPAMed&42 504, 508, 825, 507, 515.1, 531.1.816647
1894 - The following orpanic scans were performed with one detectabie resul: EPA Methods 504, 515.1, 848, 849, ms.-ndm -

1998 - mwwWMWWMMmWMEPAmmm £16.4, and 547.

198 - Onwwh«ab"hytwunnguhhdmbmwmwmwmmEPAMQ&SO?.SOG 5151, andﬂ?
1097 - Onryvutmd:!itymdunnguhmdmnbmeWMMWMEAW&?#&.NM.NML
. rse? = MTBE was snalyzed and nct detected.

!:WWH(NM’PU#.HMWZ
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Table 5-2, Lake Herman Water Quality Summary.

- Between ouilet tower Treatment plant |
Outlet tower(s) ‘and Lake Herman Road(a) raw water(b £)

Constinient Minimem | Maximom | Mearn | Couvnt | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Count | Minimum | Maximum | Mean JCount
fotal handness, g/l as CaCO3 | 140 316 m 7 140 "4 | 28| 126 24 133 | s
Nubidity, NTU : 4 88 19 n 4.-] 1100 2 7 | - - -1 0
Jiwite, mg/L (] (] -0 27 0 - 0, 0 2 - - - 0
Vitrate, mg/L as N o 268 0.16 7 0 1.19 ot | 2 <001 06t | 047 6
Xthophosphates, mg/L 0 1 0 27 0. 1 o | B - - - 0.
DS, mg/L 180" a14 308 27 192 A4 309 | 27 210 440 19 | S
“hloride, mg/. 32 s8 43 17 32, 63 41 17 13 61 1 5
Yoliforms, MPN/100 m) 16 1600 sy | 27 8 %40 | o] 2 19 500 | 2256){ 38
\rsenic, mg/L - - - 0 - - - 0 <0001 | <0001 | <0001 S
Jacium, ;gL - - - 0 - - - 0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 4
‘sdmium, mg/L, - - - - 0 - - - |0 <00001 | <001 .] = 4
hsombum, mgll, - . - - - 0 - - - 0. | 0.0007 <0.02 0.0063 4
‘opper, mg/L. - - - 0 - - - 0 <00t 0.11 0.033 4
ron, mg/L 0 ‘5. 1 27 0 3 0 27 <001 ‘56 1.7 4
ead, mghL - - - 0. - - - (] <0008 | 0067 | o018 | 4
fercury, mg/L. 00002 | ©0.0002 | 00002 | 1 0.0005 | 00005 |o0000s| 1 <00001 |-0.0002 | 00001 | 4-
elentom, mg/l. C - - - (] - - -] o0 <0001 | <0001 | <0001 | 4 °
fiver, mghL. - - - (] - < - | 0 | <00001 | ‘<001 - 4

) Period of record Is Pebeuary 1986 througk July 1987,
») Petiod of record {s Feberuary 1983 theough July 1986,

) Title 22 organics were amalyzed senually from 1984-1986 and 1990. No organkcs were detecied during this period.

I)Mediu!vﬂ?e.

N R
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